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Abstract
Australia has a diverse population, but to be ‘normal’ one must be white.  This 
confers unearned and under-criticised privilege upon people identified as 
white.  This dissertation is a theoretical and empirical investigation of the 
construction of white race privilege in Australian discourses of immigration 
and national identity.  It explores how whiteness has been intimately attached 
to the Australian national identity by examining texts that contribute to 
various discourses of immigration and Australian national identity from 
federation in 1901 to 1988.  My genealogical analysis is focused specifically on 
two key historic moments: the introduction of White Australia Policy and the 
transition to Multiculturalism.  This dissertation also utilises analytical tools 
and insights from recent critical race and whiteness studies literature. 
I demonstrate that whiteness was produced as an imperative in relations of 
domination exercised through the discourses of the White Australia Policy.  
The shift to Multiculturalism increased diversity within the Australian 
population and changed but did not erase white race privilege.  The discursive 
power relations evident in the discourses of Multiculturalism are more akin to 
governmental power and construct whiteness as normal.  
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Introduction
Until recently a notable absence…has been the study of images of 
white people.  Indeed, to say that one is interested in race has 
come to mean that one is interested in any racial imagery other 
than that of white people.  Yet race is not only attributable to 
people who are not white, nor is imagery of non-white people the 
only racial imagery.  (Dyer 2000: 539) 
Australia does not have, and has never had, an ethnically or culturally 
homogenous population (Grassby 2001: 27); yet whiteness is considered the 
norm (see Donald 2000; Moreton-Robinson 2000; Stratton 2000; Haggis, 
Schech et al. 1999a; Bulbeck 1998; McConnochie 1988).  This leads to a 
problem: because whiteness appears to be normal in the context of a diverse 
population, being white confers particular privileges on a portion of the 
population based on its perceived racial membership.  Access to the privileges 
associated with being normal is therefore restricted to people who are 
identified as white.  In this thesis I explore this problem, the ‘problematic of 
whiteness’ (Hage 1999: x).  I ask the questions: How, and with what 
consequences, did whiteness emerge as normal in contemporary Australia 
amongst an ethnically/racially diverse population?   
In discussions of racism, particularly in anti-racist literature and activities, the 
focus has typically been, and continues to be, on the oppressed or 
marginalised ‘other’ (Frankenberg 1993: 17).  The oppressed are offered help 
and support.  Policies are targeted or tailored to assist them.  The racial 
identities of non-white people are examined and considered to result from 
power and knowledge (Supriya 1999: 130).  However, until the late 1980s 
and early 1990s the construction of whiteness remained unnoticed and 
certainly undertheorised.  The ‘fact’ of whiteness is often taken for granted, 
its history and social positioning are erased (Nakayama and Krizek 1999: 98), 
and it is therefore excluded from the realms of political debate.     
There is a small and rapidly expanding body of literature examining whiteness 
in Australia.  Whiteness is particularly interesting in the Australian context.  
Like many other places, Australia was invaded and colonised by white people.  
Introduction    
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However, unlike most other places, the doctrine of terra nullius1 (empty land) 
was applied.  The doctrine of terra nullius meant that the colonists did not 
recognise any existing ownership rights to the land in Australia.  Thus 
Australia was ‘claimed’ rather than ‘conquered’.  This particular colonial 
process allowed the colonists to ignore the long history of Australia’s 
Indigenous inhabitants.  Australia was represented and understood by the 
new arrivals as a ‘new’ place.  This made various ‘social experiments’ easier to 
implement than they would have been in places with recognised histories and 
relatively stable social structures and patterns.  For example, a number of 
‘progressive’ policies were introduced earlier in Australia than in many other 
parts of the world, including universal suffrage, and various labour initiatives.2
Prof Charles Henry Pearson (1894: 16) argued, and others believed, that 
Australia was a great continent that had been left for ‘civilised’ people to take 
and occupy.  He presented Australia as the “last part of the world, in which 
the higher races [could] live and increase freely, for the higher civilization” 
(Pearson 1894: 17).   
The main purpose of this thesis is to explore discourses of immigration and 
Australian identity in order to examine the production of whiteness in 
Australia.  The representation of Australia as an empty place into which 
‘civilisation’ could be imported suggests some value in a focus on the 
relationship between whiteness and issues of immigration and national 
identity.  
The so-called ‘White Australia Policy’, which developed in the Australian 
colonies from the 1850s, is my first focus.  Given the unique situation of 
having an island continent as a ‘new’ nation, and the hierarchically structured 
 
1 Patricia Grimshaw et al (1996:133) argue, that the doctrine of terra nullius, which allowed 
Australia to be settled rather than conquered, was based on the belief that the “the nature of 
Aboriginal residence was not considered to constitute occupation”.  Paul Patton (1995: 156) 
similarly argues that terra nullius was based on the notion that Indigenous Australians were 
“so low on the scale of social evolution as to be incapable of possessing rights and interests 
in land”.   
2 Many general Australian histories (such as Clark and Cathcart 1996) describe the 
development of the trade union, labor, and suffrage movements, detailing the struggles that 
resulted in the eight-hour day, manhood suffrage then universal suffrage, and so on. 
Introduction    
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racial beliefs of the time, the White Australia Policy was among those social 
experiments that were very effectively established in Australia.  The White 
Australia Policy aimed at establishing and protecting a racially ‘white’ 
Australian population, largely by restricting the immigration of non-white 
people to Australia.  The White Australia Policy was, however, more than an 
immigration policy.  It was a macro policy to which other policies and 
practices conformed.  It began to develop in the second half of the nineteenth 
century, in response to Chinese immigration to the Victorian gold-rushes 
(Clark and Cathcart 1996: 308).  The Immigration Restriction Act of 1901 
became the legal means by which the White Australia Policy was applied to 
the entire continent.  The White Australia Policy restricted immigration to 
Australia on the basis of race for at least the first half of the twentieth 
century.    
In the post-World War II era there was a need for increased immigration to 
Australia.  Concurrently, liberal ideals were growing in the West.  This led to 
the White Australia Policy weakening in the second half of the twentieth 
century.  However, while there is some difference of opinion in the literature 
about when the White Australia Policy ceased to operate (Ang 2000: 120; 
Collins 1991: 207; Blainey 1984: 61; Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 288-9; 
White 1981: 169), I argue that it was not until the Racial Discrimination Act 
was passed in 1975, that the White Australia Policy was completely displaced.   
In 1973, the term ‘multiculturalism’ was borrowed from Canada and 
introduced in Australia (Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 289).  Prime Minister 
Gough Whitlam’s Immigration Minister, Al Grassby, championed the term 
(Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 289), specifically to replace the discriminatory 
White Australia Policy.  With the passage of the Racial Discrimination Act,
Multiculturalism had legal and bi-partisan parliamentary support.  
‘Multiculturalism’ was used to describe one Australian nation accommodating 
a range of ethnically and culturally diverse people (Collins 1991: 231-2).   
Similar to the White Australia Policy, Multiculturalism was, and is, more than 
an immigration policy.  It provides a set of principles (such as tolerance, or 
Introduction    
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acceptance, of ethnic diversity) that guide a range of policies and practices.  
The policy of Multiculturalism has contributed to the diverse composition of 
Australia’s population, which now includes people from a wide range of 
ethnic, racial, linguistic, cultural, and religious backgrounds.  Yet despite this, 
whiteness continues to be understood, and function, as normal.  This is a 
problem of significant importance as it positions people differently in day-to-
day power relations.  White people experience unearned privilege based on 
under-criticised perceptions of their racial membership, while access to this 
privilege is very limited for all those considered non-white (see Tannoch-Bland 
1998).   
This thesis explores how and with what consequences whiteness has 
functioned in specific texts that have contributed to discourses of the White 
Australia Policy and Multiculturalism.  It considers how whiteness has come to 
function as normal in contemporary Australia.  I explore the construction of 
whiteness through a genealogical analysis, that is: I trace how discursive 
practices, techniques, and regimes of truth have coalesced such that 
whiteness has been constituted with this particular meaning. 
Such an inquiry is a new scholarly endeavour.  Although there have been a 
number of important texts published in this field in the last decade (see 
especially: Hage 1998; Moreton-Robinson 2000), no text has yet approached 
the construction and functioning of whiteness as a norm in Australia through 
a focused and genealogical investigation of discourses and practices of 
immigration and national identity.  As I will demonstrate below and in the 
body of the thesis, this sort of investigation contributes to the literature that 
critically engages with issues of race and the problematic of whiteness. 
 
i. Aims of the research, and central research question
The primary aim of this thesis is to examine some of the particular discursive 
practices that have produced whiteness as a norm.  In the broadest sense, I 
trace the contingency and thus constructedness of whiteness at particular 
Introduction    
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historical moments.  I analyse two ‘moments’ in Australian history – defined 
by the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism – that have allowed 
whiteness to emerge as normal.  I draw attention to some of the ways that 
whiteness has become constituted as normal.   
I ask: How has whiteness become a norm in contemporary Australia? This 
question will be addressed by focusing on a narrower one: How was 
whiteness positioned in particular texts produced in the periods of the White 
Australia Policy and Multiculturalism that discussed immigration and national 
identity?  
 
ii. Methodology
There is a range of race debates in Australia.  Two of these focus on 
whiteness, and are separate yet connected (Curthoys 2001: 170).  One 
centres on the relationships between Indigenous and non-Indigenous (usually 
white) Australians.  The other centres on the relationships between Anglo-
Australians and non-Anglo immigrants.  In this context, Anglo can be read 
(tentatively) as ‘white’3. This thesis addresses the latter of the two debates.  
It examines discourses of immigration and Australian identity.  There are 
other important, and complex, race debates that this thesis does not consider, 
such as the relationships between non-white migrants and Indigenous 
Australians. 
Narrowing the focus of this research to consider discourses of immigration 
and Australian identity rather than the relationship between Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous Australians leads to results and conclusions that remain 
limited and partial (see Chapter 2).  However, some form of narrowing down 
is necessary to produce meaningful research results.  This is why I have 
decided to focus my research on the specific realm of immigration.  This focus 
facilitates an in-depth examination of a range of important texts in the area of 
 
3 As Jan Larbalestier (1999: 147) argues, in reference to Australians, “British or English or 
Anglo something or other (Celtic/Saxon)” are “surrogates” for white.  
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race and immigration.4 It is also notable that while race debates have tended 
to be separate along the lines of an Indigenous or migrant ‘other’, 
government policies towards these groups have often been similar (see 
Castles et al 1992).  For example, in the early twentieth century, Indigenous 
people were excluded from white society and confined to reserves or fringe 
settlements.  Similarly, non-white migrants were excluded from Australia.  
After World War II policy makers began to consider both groups more 
assimilable.  In the 1980s there was a new approach, accepting diversity and 
bringing discussion of both Indigenous and non-white migrant groups 
together in official, academic, and popular discourse (Curthoys 2000: 25).  
These similarities in approach are indicated from time to time throughout the 
thesis.  
Discourses of immigration and national identity do not necessarily address 
whiteness directly.  In fact, whiteness is not mentioned at all in some 
Australian discourses of immigration.  Explicit references to whiteness, for 
instance, rarely appear in policy documents about Multiculturalism.  However, 
silences are also part of discourse.  They can, in fact, be as important as, or 
even more important than, what is explicitly said (Lyotard 1988: 29).   
Settler colonial contexts, such as Australia, are founded on the experiences of 
colonisation, which positions Indigenous peoples and migrants as extremely 
important to questions of national identity.  The texts that are analysed in this 
thesis express the relationship between immigration and national identity.  I 
examine how whiteness is positioned by discursive representations of this 
relationship.     
 
To explore the problem of whiteness in Australia and investigate how 
whiteness has come to function as a norm, I utilise the method of genealogy.  
I discuss this method in some detail in Chapter 2, however, it is important to 
briefly introduce it here. 
 
4 The methodological implications of this focus are taken up further in Chapter 2. 
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The understanding of power central to genealogy makes it a very useful 
means to investigate the problem at the heart of this thesis, that is, how 
whiteness has come to operate as a norm in Australia.  Genealogy is 
characterised by understanding power as being exercised through discourse; 
actively undermining historically grounded truth claims; being strategic and 
relying on interpretation; and, analysing historical events (Colwell 1997; 
Foucault 1977; Gutting 1990; Sax 1990, 1989).  This approach allows a 
consideration of the problem of whiteness by examining the complex 
networks of discursive power relations that have produced whiteness as 
normal.  Beginning from an understanding of power as discursive, 
genealogical research can be undertaken by examining texts.  Genealogy, 
conceptualised as a “history of the present” (Foucault 1979: 31), suggests an 
examination of how knowledge of the past is produced in the present rather 
than working back to an origin and developing a causal-effect narrative from 
some historical ‘truth’.  Genealogy allows the past and the present to be 
considered as regimes of truth constituted by power relations (Foucault 1979, 
1978, 1977).   
Examining historical events enables an articulation of how whiteness has 
become normal.  While traditional historical methods recognise that the past 
effects the present, they do not see the past and the present as constituted 
by discursive power relations.  The genealogical concern with events allows a 
focus on discursive moments and an analysis of how whiteness is positioned 
at particular points.  In this thesis, therefore, whiteness is not considered an 
origin or cause of inequality but an effect of unequal power relations, which 
disproportionately distribute privilege to white people.   
The genealogical method is strategic and relies upon the use of interpretation.  
The strategic function of this thesis is to examine how whiteness has come to 
function as a norm.  Its interpretative aspect is the requirement to observe 
textual events (see Owen 2003) and discern their possible relation to one 
another in much the same way as memory requires the recollection of past 
events to form a narrative in the present. 
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Discourses of immigration and national identity in Australia contain many 
things that have been forgotten, overlooked, silenced, or that we might prefer 
to forget.  Nonetheless many of these details live on in the ways that we 
think, talk, and practice whiteness today.  Genealogy lends itself as an 
appropriate method to explore this problem. 
 
For methodological clarity I have imposed certain limits on this project.  I 
have identified two particular ‘discursive moments’ that are separated by 
significant ruptures in discourses of immigration and national identity in 
Australia.  These moments are identified by the respective prominence of the 
White Australia Policy, which is examined from 1901 through to the 1920s, 
and Multiculturalism, which is analysed from 1975 through to 1988.  It has 
been noted above that neither is, nor was, strictly an immigration policy.  
However, both are so closely related to questions of immigration that in many 
respects they can be considered macro policies that governed immigration 
policies.  Each of the two discursive moments is associated with a different 
‘regime of truth’ with respect to prominent understandings of race and 
humanity.  The discursive moment of the White Australia Policy is 
underpinned by a pervasive understanding of race as hierarchical.  
Accordingly, in pursuit of a prosperous population, only those who belonged 
to the highest races (the white races) were allowed into Australia.  The 
discursive moment of Multiculturalism, on the other hand, is based on a more 
‘modern’ understanding of common humanity and an acknowledgement that 
people can be different but equally human.   
The transition from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism is significant 
to this project for a number of reasons.  Perhaps the most important of these 
is the analytical value of the linguistic and policy shift from the exclusion of 
non-whites to their inclusion.  This shift is very clear in discourses of 
immigration, and marked by the passage of legislation – especially the 
removal of the Dictation Test from the Immigration Act in 1958, and the 
passage of the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (see Chapter 5).  This change 
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carried enormous symbolic significance for Australian politics and Australian 
identity.  Multiculturalism represents an official rejection of racial 
discrimination, and has been presented as the development of tolerance and 
acceptance of the presence, capacities, and contributions of different ‘others’ 
(Jupp and Australia 1989: 1-3).  However, this can also be considered as a 
shift from power relations characterised by domination, to those of 
government (see Hindess 1996: 96-136).  In relations of domination the white 
Australian can practice freedom, while these opportunities are very limited, at 
best, for the non-white other.  In governmental power relations white 
Australians actively work to fashion themselves, according to the ideals of 
Multiculturalism, as citizens who tolerate, welcome, and accept the non-white 
‘other’; this centres and thus normalises whiteness while also marginalising 
the non-white other.  This governing of society “at a distance” (Barry, 
Osborne and Rose 1996: 14) is discussed particularly in Chapter 5. 
I employ the method of genealogy to explore the shift from the White 
Australia Policy to Multiculturalism, and the function of whiteness in each 
‘moment’, through techniques of discourse analysis.  This involves the review 
of a wide range of different textual sources relating to the White Australia 
Policy and Multiculturalism.  I examine a range of texts that contribute to both 
‘official’ and ‘popular’ discourses of the White Australia Policy and 
Multiculturalism (see Chapter 2 for a more in-depth discussion of text 
selection).  These texts include archived correspondence, policy documents, 
and articles from The Bulletin. The Bulletin is currently a popular Australian 
national weekly news magazine, but was once more accurately described as a 
newspaper. 
I rely extensively, though not exclusively, on metaphor analysis (see Lakoff 
and Johnson 1981, 1980), analysis of governmentality (see Hindess 1996; 
Dean 1995; Rose 1993), and what might loosely be called critical discourse 
analysis (see Milliken 1999) in my reading and analysis of the textual sources 
selected.  
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iii. Overall thesis argument 
Under the White Australia Policy, white people are positioned in an 
exclusionary relation to the other akin to Foucauldian ‘domination’ (1997a: 
283).  Foucault (1997a: 283) argues,  
one sometimes encounters what may be called situations or states 
of domination, in which the power relations, instead of being 
mobile, allowing the various participants to adopt strategies 
modifying them, remain blocked, frozen.…In such a state, it is 
certain that practices of freedom do not exist or exist only 
unilaterally or are extremely constrained and limited. (Foucault 
1997a: 283) 
In early twentieth century Australia, power relations like these provided white 
people with a particular type of privilege.  Whiteness was positioned as an 
imperative, and ‘pure’ whiteness was an ideal.  The ‘other’ was excluded, and 
thus whiteness was produced as dominant.  However, the discursive and 
policy shift from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism produced a 
change in power relations from domination to government5. Although based 
on tolerance, the governmental power relations of Multiculturalism centre and 
normalise whiteness.  Governmental power integrates the “self-conduct of the 
governed into the practices of their government and the promotion of 
correspondingly appropriate forms of techniques of the self” (Burchell 1996: 
29).  Accordingly, white Australians are required to conduct themselves as 
tolerant of ‘others’.  This produces them as more governable and mitigates 
the ‘problems’ associated with ethnic diversity.  These power relations also 
reinforce the marginal position of non-white people who are the objects of 
tolerance, acceptance and so on, and whose self-fashioning practices to ‘fit in’ 
to the Australian nation stabilise their position as marginal.   
The changing power relations from domination to government changed 
whiteness in Australia from dominant to normal.  One of the key arguments 
that I defend throughout this thesis, is that the shift from the White Australia 
Policy to Multiculturalism changes, but does not erase, white race privilege.  
 
5 See Hindess (1996: 96-136) for a clear discussion of the differences between ‘power’, 
‘domination’, and ‘governmentality’ in the work of Foucault. 
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Even in contemporary Australia, discourses that represent a backlash against 
Multiculturalism support the power relations produced by the discourses of 
Multiculturalism and continue to normalise whiteness.6
iv. Outline
This dissertation is divided into three Parts.  Part One reviews the existing 
literature and more explicitly outlines the methodological approach.  Part Two 
examines the discursive moment of the White Australia Policy.  Part Three 
analyses the discursive moment of Multiculturalism.   
Chapter 1 is a review of the whiteness studies literature and the literary 
tradition that it draws from.  I discuss both the historical context from which 
whiteness studies emerged, and the whiteness studies literature itself – the 
arguments made and approaches adopted.  I also describe how my work fits 
into and contributes to this body of literature.   
Chapter 2 describes the methodology of this thesis.  I present the method of 
genealogy and the way that it is applied throughout the thesis.  I discuss the 
two discursive moments selected for study and the regimes of truth they 
construct.  I describe the texts selected and the techniques of discourse 
analysis applied throughout the thesis.   
Chapter 3 begins the analysis of the White Australia Policy by examining texts 
that contribute to the ‘official discourse’ of the White Australia Policy.  This 
analysis is performed through a close reading of archival documents that 
reflect and constitute the racial attitudes and practices of some policy makers 
and administrators.  Analysing the official discourse of the White Australia 
Policy, from 1901 until the 1920s, allows me to identify how whiteness was 
positioned in those texts; to develop some insight into what being white 
meant in the early decades after the federation of the Australian colonies (the 
 
6 See Hage (1998) for a discussion of how the backlash against Multiculturalism, or ‘discourse 
of white decline’, follows the ‘logic of Multiculturalism’. 
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first decades of the twentieth century); and, to identify the social and political 
implications of whiteness in this discourse.  I argue that the exclusionary 
power relations evident in the texts produced whiteness as an imperative.  
Thus whiteness functioned as dominant.   
Chapter 4 focuses on texts contributing to popular discourse of immigration 
and national identity deployed in the same period as the ‘official’ White 
Australia Policy.  Articles published in The Bulletin from the first decades of 
the twentieth century are the primary source of data for my analysis.  My 
reading of The Bulletin indicates that racial purity was a significant concern of 
popular literature of the period.  This allows me to demonstrate that 
whiteness, through exclusion and fear of racial degradation, was also 
positioned as dominant in the popular discourse of the White Australia Policy 
as it appears in The Bulletin.
Chapter 5 examines official discourse of Multiculturalism in the period 1975-
88.  Archival sources were not available to be analysed for this chapter during 
the period of primary research because access is only permitted after thirty 
years have expired.  In place of archival documents I examine a set of 
‘official’ texts commissioned by, and informing, policy makers and 
administrators of Multiculturalism.  I focus on three particular texts: the 
Galbally Report (Australia and Galbally 1978), the AIMA Evaluation (AIMA 
1982), and the Jupp Report (Australia 1986).  All of these texts discussed 
immigration and Australian national identity, and contributed significantly to 
an official discourse of Multiculturalism in Australia.  My analysis indicates a 
discursive rupture separating the regime of truth of the White Australia Policy 
from that of Multiculturalism.  In official discourse, Multiculturalism is explicitly 
presented as a departure from the exclusionary project of the White Australia 
Policy.  Multiculturalism encourages inclusion, tolerance, and welcoming.  This 
produces governmental power relations in which non-white ethnic migrants 
are marginalised while white Australians are centred and become normal. 
Chapter 6 analyses popular discourse of Multiculturalism, once again via a 
close reading of articles in The Bulletin. Although many of these articles 
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express and encourage the principles of Multiculturalism such as tolerance, 
and acceptance, my analysis identifies an assumption that Australians are 
white.  This positions whiteness as an essential component of Australianness.  
The association of whiteness with national belonging confers the privileges of 
normality upon white Australians.     
The conclusion to this thesis summarises the analysis and arguments made 
throughout this thesis.  It demonstrates that, with the shift from the White 
Australia Policy to Multiculturalism, and the change in the types of power 
relations that constitute whiteness, whiteness changed from an imperative to 
a norm.  Thus, although it is based on tolerance, Multiculturalism normalises 
whiteness.  The conclusion also comments on the contemporary position of 
whiteness in Australia (post 1988), and offers some suggestions about 
responding to the social and political implications of whiteness functioning as 
normal in Australia.         
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Chapter 1: Literature Review
To make sense of the historical data I examine in this thesis I use tools and 
insights from the rapidly expanding ‘critical race and whiteness studies’ 
literature.  A detailed review of this literature is important to this project 
because there has been a proliferation of work engaging with race and 
whiteness in the last decade or so.  Much of that literature has contributed to 
the approach developed in this thesis, and has provided the starting point for 
the analysis undertaken.  Conducting this review is also necessary to 
understand the contributions of contemporary discussions of race and 
whiteness within the broader context of anti-racist politics.  Therefore, this 
chapter reviews the whiteness studies literature and the main traditions to 
which it owes homage.  This will provide the context of this thesis and explain 
the position from which I undertake my analysis.  
‘Critical race and whiteness studies’, or simply, ‘whiteness studies’, is a 
relatively new field of academic pursuit.  I refer to this as a field of academic 
pursuit rather than an academic discipline as it is developing across 
disciplinary boundaries with key authors including historians (for example, 
Curthoys 1999; Ignatiev 1996; Allen 1994; Roediger 1991), cultural theorists 
(for example, Ang 2003; Docker 2000; Dyer 1997), sociologists (for example, 
Haggis 2004; Gale 2000; Ware 1992), anthropologists (for example, Brodkin 
2004; Hage 1998), political theorists (for example, Moreton-Robinson 2000), 
legal theorists (for example, Harris 1993), novelists (for example, Malouf 
1994; Morrison 1992), philosophers (for example, Vassilacopoulos 2004; Frye 
1983) and others. Critical race and whiteness studies is both sub- and inter- 
disciplinary.  It is sub-disciplinary in the sense that within a discipline, like 
political theory, this literature contributes to the broader discipline.  It is inter-
disciplinary because much of the research crosses or blurs traditional 
disciplinary boundaries, occupying an ‘interdisciplinary’ space.  This location 
has both advantages and disadvantages.  Many of the scholars involved in the 
field approach the ‘problematic of whiteness’ using the analytical tools of their 
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particular discipline.  This can be limiting or make the literature difficult to 
approach for people trained in other disciplines.  However, the field is 
expanding along many different axes and many different methodological 
approaches and analytical tools have been (and continue to be) used.    
This chapter has four main sections.  I begin (1.1) by discussing the literary 
roots of whiteness studies, describing the importance of anti-racist 
(particularly abolitionist) literature.  This background section has two parts, 
the first part (1.1.1) discusses anti-racist literature produced by white 
Americans.  Race privilege has often provided white people with the requisite 
opportunities to have their work published.  Therefore, there is a significant 
body of literature by white authors that argues against racism.  I discuss the 
early literature, which argues against the system of racial slavery in America, 
before discussing some more recent contributions.  Until quite recently anti-
racist literature produced by white people tended to overlook whiteness in its 
critique.  Therefore the second part of the background section (1.1.2) 
introduces some of the anti-racist literature produced by non-white people.  
This literature has tended to consider whiteness more closely, perhaps 
because systems of racism make whiteness a more obvious problem for those 
excluded from its privilege.  This body of literature has contributed 
considerably to the development of critical whiteness studies, although its 
contribution often goes unacknowledged.  Critical whiteness studies retains an 
anti-racist commitment, therefore, it is important to examine the anti-racist 
literary tradition.   
The second section of this chapter (1.2) discusses the actual emergence of 
so-called critical whiteness studies as a field of knowledge and politics.  While 
this field emerged out of (and contributes to) the long tradition of anti-racist 
literature, it was a (feminist) perception of the failure of feminist identity 
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politics7 that led to the elaboration of the ‘first’ texts in the field of critical 
whiteness studies.     
Whiteness attracts unearned privilege, and this has social and political 
implications.  The third section of this chapter (1.3) describes this 
‘problematic of whiteness’, which is central to the field of critical whiteness 
studies.  There are three parts to this section.  The first (1.3.1) describes the 
main theoretical approaches adopted to describe the problematic of whiteness 
– these are critical, relational, and contextual approaches (Levine-Rasky 2002: 
320).  The second part (1.3.2) discusses ‘new abolitionism’, which is one 
important strategy developed to deal with the problematic of whiteness.  New 
abolitionism takes its name from the abolition movement, which sought to 
end racial slavery in the United States, and argues that anti-racist whites 
should relinquish their whiteness and seek to abolish whiteness itself to erase 
white privilege.  The third part (1.3.3) introduces ‘re-articulation’, the second 
important strategy offered as a means to destabilise white race privilege.  
This strategy involves a re-articulation of whiteness as a way of resisting 
systems of power and knowledge that reproduce white race privilege.   
In the fourth main section of the chapter (1.4) I describe the literature 
concerned specifically with whiteness in Australia.  I examine the particular 
insights, contributions, and differences apparent in the Australian whiteness 
literature in relation to the broader whiteness studies scholarship.  This 
section further clarifies the specific context and contribution of this thesis. 
 
1.1 The anti-racist tradition
Critical engagements with whiteness are part of an ongoing struggle against 
racism (see Anderson 2002: 7, Moreton-Robinson 2000, Dyer 1997, 
Frankenberg 1993: 17).  As much of the whiteness studies literature is 
 
7 In this context, identity politics should be taken to mean, roughly, politics built around 
identifying with a particular social group (in this case women).  This leads to political thought 
and action being developed according to an understanding that people who share the identity 
also share common experiences (of injustice).  
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produced in the USA, the historical abolitionist movement has been very 
influential.  ‘Abolitionist’ in this context refers to the American anti-slavery 
movement.    Much of the abolitionist literature was produced by white people 
as they had the ‘freedom’ (and various privileges) required to be able to write 
books, and the wealth and influence required to publish them (for example 
Beecher Stowe ([1852] 1938)).  However, ex-slaves such as Frederick 
Douglass (1845) and Sojourner Truth (1850) also produced significant 
abolitionist texts.  The work of historians like Winthrop Jordan (1969) has also 
been particularly influential to this literary tradition in the USA.   
White people have produced much of this anti-racist literature and, while it is 
critical of racism, it largely failed to critically engage with whiteness, focusing 
instead on the ‘other’.  There is, however, some anti-racist work produced by 
non-white people that has critically engaged with whiteness, showing that 
race was not just a ‘black problem’ but also a problem for whites (Roediger 
1991: 6).  This tradition has greatly influenced the development of what is 
now called whiteness studies.   
1.1.1 White anti-racist literature 
The inherently political nature of whiteness studies requires its debt to the 
history of anti-racist literature be acknowledged.  Abolitionist literature from 
the USA influenced the development of this field of academic enquiry, which 
largely began to develop in the American context.  Much of the early 
abolitionist literature was published in the form of periodicals.  Benjamin 
Lundy established Philanthropist in 1819, and with William Loyd Garrison, was 
associated with Genius of Universal Emancipation from 1821.  Garrison went 
on to produce The Liberator from 1831-65.  The National Era was also 
prominent, and was edited by John Greenleaf Whittier from 1847-59.  
However, I begin the discussion here with an early abolitionist novel because 
of its significant popularity, great influence, and reputation of having 
galvanised public opinion against slavery in America.   
Harriet Beecher Stowe’s ([1852] 1938), Uncle Tom’s Cabin, was originally 
published in 1852.  Jim O’Loughlin (2000: 573) argues that it “played a crucial 
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role in configuring American social and political life in the nineteenth and early 
twentieth century”.  It was an extremely popular novel, breaking sales records 
in the USA and throughout Europe, becoming the ‘best seller’ of the 
nineteenth century (Reidy 2006: 9).  This work of fiction was a powerful 
argument for the abolition of slavery.  It is a key text in the anti-racist literary 
tradition (see Ryan 2000), and for those concerned with whiteness and critical 
studies of race.  In this work, Stowe makes a popular and effective critique of 
racism and racial slavery.   
While Stowe never critically engaged with whiteness, at times she recognised 
that the oppression of black slaves greatly privileged white slave-owners.  
Two excerpts from the text particularly exemplify this.  In the first, a slave 
named ‘Aunt Chloe’, Uncle Tom’s wife, says to George, the son of their 
owner: “Ye know, Mas’r George, ye oughtenter feel ‘bove nobody, on ‘count 
yer privileges, ‘cause all our privileges is gi’n to us; we ought al’ays to 
‘member that” (Stowe 1938: 31).  Not surprisingly it is the slave who 
recognises that privileges are ‘given’ and can be taken away.  The second 
excerpt is lengthy but is worth quoting.  In this excerpt St. Claire, a ‘kindly’ 
slave owner, is arguing with his sister, who opposes slavery.  She presses him 
to state whether he thinks slavery is right or wrong.  Refusing to articulate his 
objection to slavery for fear of having to then act on his convictions, St Claire 
recognises that the system of racial slavery allows him to live a luxurious life 
but avoids the fact that others suffer for this. He says: 
if I was to say anything on this slavery matter, I would say out, fair 
and square, ‘we’re in for it; we’ve got ‘em, and mean to keep ‘em,-
it’s for our convenience and our interest;’ for that’s the long and 
the short of it,-that’s just the whole of what all this sanctified stuff 
amounts to… (Stowe 1938: 227) 
While there is some recognition, in Stowe’s novel, that racism privileges white 
people, this problematic is not explored.  Throughout the novel Stowe 
attempts to show a white audience the horrors of slavery, just how bad life is 
for the slaves, and to expose the decency and humanity of the black people 
who are enslaved.  This focus on the oppressed is typical in the anti-racist 
tradition (Frankenberg 1993: 17). 
Part 1 – Literature & Method  Chapter 1 – Literature Review  
 30 of 30 
Slavery was abolished in the USA in 1865 but anti-racist literature did not 
disappear.  While it could no longer focus on agitating for abolition, much of 
this literature continued to focus on slavery and its legacy, and the ‘victims’ of 
racism rather than considering those who ‘profit’ from it.  This is evident in 
the work of historians like Winthrop Jordan (1969) and Edmund Morgan 
(1975).  Both of these authors look back to the slavery era.  Both are key 
figures in the academic debate about the origin of slavery in relation to 
racism.  Both of these authors consider whether racism caused slavery, or if 
the institution of slavery allowed for the development of racism.  Both arrive 
at different conclusions.  However, while questioning the causes of slavery, 
neither Jordan nor Morgan engage significantly with the privilege that racism 
allocates to white people.   
In White over black: American Attitudes toward the Negro 1550-1812, Jordan 
(1969) explores the history of white attitudes towards Negroes.  He argues 
that racism caused slavery, and that the system of racial slavery was an 
unthinking decision that came from an instinctual “drive to debase the Negro” 
(Jordan 1969: 80).  This, Jordan argues, was necessary for white colonists to 
understand who they were.  Morgan, however, argues that the history of 
racial slavery allowed racism to develop in North America.  In his American 
Slavery, American Freedom: The Ordeal of Colonial Virginia (1975), Morgan 
describes the ‘simultaneous’ rise of ‘freedom’ and ‘slavery’ in America.  He 
argues that the ‘paradox of American history’ is that freedom could not have 
developed without the concurrent development of slavery.  Both Jordan and 
Morgan interrogate and critique racism, however, neither engages whiteness 
to any significant extent. 
1.1.2 Black critiques of racism 
There is a long history of non-white engagement with racism, which has 
tended to be more critical of whiteness.  While the academic engagement 
with the problematic of whiteness has only recently gained prominence, those 
who have been denied the privileges associated with whiteness have long 
recognised whiteness as being problematic.  Jane Haggis et al (1999a: 169) 
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argue that those people who are located outside of ‘whiteness’ are usually 
better able to describe, reflect on, and recount, experiences of whiteness. 
White people, however, even those who oppose racism and consider it 
closely, have tended to be blind to the particularity of whiteness as a racial 
category.   
The debt owed to the tradition of non-white critiques of whiteness is often 
unacknowledged in the whiteness studies literature.  Commenting on the 
North American context Roediger (2001: 75) argues that those inquiries now 
understood as being part of the ‘whiteness studies’ literature are the most 
recent contribution to “an African American tradition stretching from the 
escaped slave turned antislavery activist Frederick Douglass8”.  He points to 
similar traditions amongst “Native American thinkers”, “slave folklore”, and 
“Chicana/o tales”, describing these as “point[s] of departure for the critical 
study of whiteness”, citing Americo Paredes9 and W.E.B. Du Bois10 as key 
figures within these traditions.  Roediger (2001: 75) also notes that in more 
recent times, black authors like James Baldwin11, and bell hooks12 are among 
those who have understood that their “knowledge was situated in ‘points of 
vantage’”.  That is, by being non-white and thus sitting ‘outside’ whiteness, 
these authors have had a different ‘view’ of whiteness than those of us who 
engage in exercises more akin to imminent critique.  It makes sense that 
those who are denied access to certain privileges can develop a detailed 
understanding of how those privileges are distributed.    
There is a long tradition of work by Black Americans13 on their experience of 
and resistance to racism and whiteness.  In the years preceding the American 
Civil War, slavery (and thus racism) was a topic of national debate and action 
 
8 See Douglass ([1854] 2000). 
9 See Paredes (1958). 
10 See Du Bois (1986a, 1986b). 
11 See Baldwin (1985a, 1985b). 
12 See hooks (1995). 
13 Political correctness might urge the use of terminology like ‘African American’ rather than 
‘Black American’.  However, because I am concerned primarily with whiteness I use ‘black’ 
here to differentiate from white rather than a more politically correct term that is ethnically or 
geographically (African) based. 
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(from protests to riots and massacres) (see Hamilton 1993).  Since the civil 
war, throughout the Reconstruction14 era, the Harlem Renaissance15, and Civil 
Rights movement16, racism in America has continued to be a ‘hot topic’.  
Roediger (2001: 74-75) argues that it is not surprising that those for whom 
white behaviour was most problematic would have thought most deeply about 
whiteness.  Frankenberg (1993: 5) also argues that the racial specificity and 
privilege of white people is often more obvious to non-white people.  It 
seems, however, that it took many years of non-white people making such 
arguments before the academe and its largely white scholars joined in the 
task of critiquing whiteness.  
 
One of the first and most influential of these black critiques of whiteness is 
Frederick Douglass’ 1845 autobiography, Narrative of the Life of Frederick 
Douglass an American Slave (Douglass 2000).  Douglass relates the ‘narrative 
of his life’ in which he is born and grows up a slave, and eventually escapes 
his bonds.  He describes each of his ‘masters/mistresses’ throughout his 
journey and part of his story focuses on the effects that slavery had on one of 
his mistresses.  It is worth quoting some of these passages at length.  
Douglass tells of the ways that slavery affects both the slave and the slave 
owner.  He describes how the relations of slavery dehumanise both parties to 
it.  In treating a fellow human like a ‘brute’ the slave owner relinquishes the 
capacity for a range of virtuous human feelings. 
Douglass describes how the relations of slavery effected his once virtuous 
mistress: 
 
14 Reconstruction here refers to the period directly following the abolition of slavery in which 
progressive social legislation was introduced in some states, such as: laws banning racial 
discrimination; laws that taxed the rich; universal suffrage for males; the first free public 
schools, in some cases including free college education; expanded rights for women; and 
public-relief systems.  This was an attempt to reintegrate the Southern States into the Union. 
15 The Harlem Renaissance refers to the period of the early 1900s (particularly the 1920s) 
during which Black Americans developed a significant body of literature mainly consisting of 
poetry, fiction, drama, essays. 
16 The civil rights movement, prominent during the second half of the twentieth century, and 
associated most closely with Martin Luther King Junior, was a period in which Black 
Americans actively agitated for recognition of civil rights.  
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My new mistress proved to be all she appeared when I first met 
her at the door, - a woman of the kindest heart and finest feelings.  
She had never had a slave under her control previously to myself, 
and prior to her marriage she had been dependant on her own 
industry for a living.  She was by trade a weaver; and by constant 
application to her business, she had been in a good degree 
preserved from the blighting and dehumanizing effects of slavery. 
(Douglass 2000: 302) 
Douglass (2000: 306) tells the reader, however, that once his mistress had 
acquired some experience in exercising domination she learned to treat him 
as though he was less than human.  Douglass (2000: 306) argues that these 
relations simultaneously dehumanised his mistress: 
Slavery proved as injurious to her as it did to me.  When I went 
there, she was a pious, warm, and tender-hearted woman.  There 
was no sorrow or suffering for which she had not a tear.  She had 
bread for the hungry, clothes for the naked, and comfort for every 
mourner that came within her reach.  Slavery soon proved its 
ability to divest her of these heavenly qualities.  Under its 
influence, the tender heart became like stone, and the lamblike 
disposition gave way to one of tiger-like fierceness.  
Douglass demonstrates that slavery fostered distrust, suspicion and guilt, 
among other vices.  It is clear that Douglass believed that once people 
accepted the system of treating ‘others’ as less than human, that some of 
their humanity was also forsaken.  This type of argument is echoed in the 
contemporary whiteness literature, which argues that relations or systems of 
racism affect both the privileged white subject and the marginalised non-
white other.  These relations do not just supply white people with privilege 
but compromise them by rendering them complicit in unjust relations (see 
Moreton-Robinson 2000; and racetraitor.org). 
 
A number of other autobiographical narratives of life under slavery were 
produced in the nineteenth century.17 The point here is not to exhaustively 
analyse these.  Therefore, I move on to discuss some of the other anti-racist 
 
17 Notable among these are Sojourner Truth’s (1850) The Narrative of Sojourner Truth: A 
Northern Slave, and Harriet Jacobs’ (1861) Incidents in the life of a Slave Girl.
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literature produced by black Americans, particularly those that pertain more 
directly to political and social analysis.  
Although widely known for his activism, W. E. B. Du Bios is also recognised as 
the first black American sociologist (Bracey et al 1971: 2).  Writing from the 
1890s to the early 1960s, he brought issues of race into prominence among 
academics (particularly sociologists) at a time when many other social 
theorists overlooked them (Tucker 2002: 229).  His 1899 text, The 
Philadelphia Negro, a social science critique of racism and of whiteness, was 
“the first ethnographic and statistical account of a black community in the US” 
(Tucker 2002: 229-30).  Du Bois was critical of the ‘platitudes’ and ‘sermons’ 
that he saw white people offering instead of jobs or extensive financial 
assistance that he believed were needed.  He saw Negro business and 
professional men as ‘race leaders’ who needed to be recognised as such and 
granted the status and power to develop solutions to the problems faced by 
black Americans (Bracey et al 1971: 3). 
Du Bois believed in Negro self-help, led by an elite.  However, for this study 
his criticism of whiteness is more important.  He was, by his own admission, 
interested in whiteness: “I know many souls…but none there are that intrigue 
me more than the Souls of White Folk” (Du Bios 1986b: 923).  His critical 
approach to whiteness is obvious in descriptions, such as: “pernicious white 
petty insurance societies” (Du Bois 1971: 47).  Also in predictions about the 
future of Negroes in America, Du Bois (1986a: 820) argued that: “their 
destiny is not a servile imitation of Anglo-Saxon culture”.  In fact, Du Bios can 
be read as pre-empting much current scholarship, arguing that the “discovery 
of a personal whiteness among the world’s peoples is a very modern thing” 
(Du Bois 1986b: 923).  
 
In addition to autobiographies and academic inquiries, many significant works 
of fiction have contributed to the tradition of black Americans criticising the 
role of whiteness in systems of racism.  For example, Richard Wright’s 1940 
novel, The Native Son, which centres on the character suggestively named, 
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‘Bigger’, a violent ‘slum boy’ with an obsessive hatred of white people.  In this 
novel, Wright presents Bigger’s violent behaviour as the logical result of the 
oppressed position of ‘the black man’ in American society.  Native Son,
therefore, allowed white people to recognise their role in racial oppression, 
which was read as a ‘revelation’ even by the most liberal of the white 
audience (Margolies 1968: 65).   
Ralph Ellision’s (1963), The Invisible Man, tells the story of a black American 
boy’s journey from the ‘deep south’ to Harlem.  Throughout his travels the 
‘invisible man’ plays a variety of different roles according to how he believes 
white people expect him to behave and comport himself.  Edward Margolies 
(1968: 127) argues that in this novel, Ellison describes how the “Negro has 
had to intuit the role the white man expected him to play”.  This exposes the 
dehumanising effects of the roles that whites assign to non-whites. 
James Baldwin is another particularly influential black American critic of 
racism who has contributed to this tradition of work and thought.  He has 
been a prolific author of both fiction and critical essays.  In his discussion of 
Uncle Tom’s Cabin, which he describes as a good pamphlet but a “very bad 
novel”, James Baldwin (1985a: 28, 32) reminds us that “the oppressed and 
the oppressor are bound together in the same society; they accept the same 
criteria, they share the same beliefs, they both alike depend on the same 
reality”.  The real problem, for Baldwin (1985a: 33), lies in the acceptance of 
“those brutal criteria that are bequeathed”.  
Recognising the relational impact of systems of racism, illuminated by 
Douglass more than 100 years before, Baldwin argues that neither ‘the Negro’ 
nor white people are made happy by being placed in relations governed by 
racism (1985b: 320).  He argues (Baldwin 1985b: 322) that until people can 
recognise each other’s humanness and respond to it, rather than some 
treating others as less than human, freedom is meaningless.  For Baldwin 
(1985c: 414), elimination of relations of racism is difficult because white 
Americans are trapped, “barricaded inside their history”. 
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Discussing the work of Baldwin, particularly his 1963 essay, The Fire Next 
Time, Margolies (1968: 122-4) describes Baldwin’s engagement with 
whiteness.  He argues that, for Baldwin, it is absurd for white people to 
assume that Negroes want to be their equal.  According to Margolies (1968: 
123), Baldwin argues the opposite – that “it is the white man who must strive 
to learn from the Negro”.  This positions Baldwin apart from the previous 
generations of black American activists and authors who argued against the 
supremacy of whiteness and for black equality.  Baldwin began from a belief 
in the superiority of Negroes and argued for white equality (Margolies 1968: 
123-4). 
 
Bell hooks has written some of the most significant contemporary 
contributions to the tradition of black critiques of racism and whiteness (see, 
especially, hooks 1995, 1994, 1992, 1990).  Hooks is a prolific author 
engaged with issues of race and racism, and according to Roediger (2001: 
75) understands that being a black woman means her knowledge is well 
situated to critique whiteness.  In Killing Rage: Ending Racism (1995), hooks 
argues that one of the few times when white men take the contributions of 
black men seriously is when they are engaged in ‘race-talk’. However, even 
then, women, especially black women, are excluded.  She argues the voices 
of progressive black women need to be heard.  Part of the solution, for hooks, 
is a process of ‘decolonisation’ in which white people relinquish their privilege 
and black people relinquish their internalised racism.   
Hooks argues, therefore, that anti-racism requires the abandonment of 
cultural legacies that invest in notions like purity, authenticity, and nationalism 
(hooks 1995: 265).  One of the important insights that has come from 
feminism in this regard is that to move beyond racism, difference must be 
affirmed rather than eradicated.  Attempting to eradicate difference results in 
subordinated groups giving up their identity while dominant groups retain 
theirs (hooks 1995: 267).   
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One of the difficulties in the anti-racist project, for hooks, is that before 
desegregation anti-racist whites communed with blacks.  Now there are many 
liberal whites who are ‘non-racist’ but they tend to have no contact at all with 
blacks (hooks 1995: 267).  This makes it much easier to constantly reproduce 
a fear of blacks among white people, which obscures both white privilege and 
the power differential between whites and blacks in America.  The obscuring 
of white privilege and racism, and their subsequent denial, limits the capacity 
to change, and maintains white race privilege.  Positive change requires 
commitment, and a willingness from white people to experience some 
discomfort (hooks 1995: 271).  
 
1.2 The emergence of whiteness studies
The anti-racist literature, written by white and non-white people, provides the 
political foundation for the sophisticated critiques of whiteness that have 
recently developed.  However, while a commitment to the struggle against 
racism was necessary for the development of whiteness studies it was not 
sufficient.  The theoretical point of departure that critical whiteness studies 
takes from earlier critiques of racism is the recognition that identity politics 
have failed to provide all that they promised.  This recognition, together with 
an anti-racist commitment, is necessary for the development of critiques of 
white race privilege.  Therefore, I now shift my focus to a discussion of the 
literature that first recognised the limitations of identity politics18.
1.2.1 The failure of identity politics 
The emergence of the field of ‘whiteness studies’ was largely made possible 
by the work of white feminists who were responding to the demands of non-
white women to think about race and racism (Frye 1983: 114).  In the early 
1980s and ‘90s, for example, some white feminists began to argue that 
working to improve the position of ‘women’ failed to account for significant 
differences in the experiences of, and issues faced by, different (for example, 
 
18 For discussions of the failure or otherwise of identity politics from within feminist theory 
see: Benhabib et al (1996), Sylvester (1994), Nicholson (1990), Butler (1990). 
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white and non-white) women.  This failure to actually recognise and account 
for such differences is illustrated by a tendency in white Australian feminism 
to use Multiculturalism to accept the diversity of ‘other’ women, without 
acknowledging that inviting other women ‘in’ expresses, rather than 
undermines, the centrality and privilege of white women (see Ang 1995). 
There have been a variety of responses to the perceived failings of identity 
politics.19 Some scholars work to refine identity politics to allow it to achieve 
its promises.  Anna Yeatman (1995) for example, argues that oppressions are 
not universal but interlocking, and that the specificities of struggles should 
receive more attention – such as the different oppressions faced by gays and 
lesbians.  She argues that abandoning the ideal of universal emancipation can 
solve some of the problems of identity politics.  Leslie McCall (2005) has 
recently offered an analysis of ‘intersectionality’ as a way of refining identity 
politics.  Other scholars (see: Butler 1999, Brown 1995, Young 1990), 
however, developed critiques of identity politics that were inspired by post-
structural and post-modern philosophy.  Young (1990), for example, argues 
that continuing with the ideal of universalism privileges unity over difference 
and leads to exclusions.  She argues further that politics should be based on 
heterogeneity rather than unitary identity.  This is the type of critique that has 
most directly influenced the development of whiteness studies. 
Frankenberg (1993: 2) describes her work as being driven by the realisation 
that white feminists, like her, could not continue to ignore the criticisms of 
white feminism from non-white women.  She argues that while white 
feminism had been trying to benefit all women, it had failed to notice racial 
whiteness or even recognise the racial dimensions of the lives and work of 
(white) women.  Vron Ware (1992: 249) argued clearly that identity politics 
had failed, that a politics could be based neither on gender identity, nor racial 
identity on their own.  Ware (1992: 254) recognised that the dynamics of 
 
19 In her analysis of white Australian feminism, Aileen Moreton-Robinson (especially 2000: 53-
63) examines many of the issues of identity and difference in feminist theory.   
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class, race, and gender had to be considered in each situation that deserved a 
political response.   
However, it is not only feminist theory that has recognised the failures of 
identity politics to account for white race privilege. Dyer (1997: 8) notes 
labour history and gay and lesbian studies as additional important sites from 
which this critique has emerged.  His work is located at least partially in the 
field of gay and lesbian studies, and a survey of the key texts in critical 
whiteness studies would show that labour historians have also made an 
important contribution. Driven by the failure of identity politics to account for 
white race privilege, labour historians questioned the complex relationships 
between race/gender identity and class20. Gay and lesbian theorists have also 
questioned the relationships between race and sexuality (see: Blasius 2001; 
Phelan 1994, 1989). 
Toni Morrison occupies an interesting space in this discussion.  She is a black 
woman who has contributed to the traditions of black critiques of racism and 
whiteness; to feminist critiques of identity politics; and, directly to the field of 
whiteness studies itself.  The work of Moreton-Robinson, among others in 
Australia, occupies a similar critical space.  Moreton-Robinson’s work 
(especially 2000) is part of the tradition of Indigenous critiques of whiteness.  
It is also among the most influential theoretical engagements with whiteness 
qua whiteness in Australia. 
 
Toni Morrison’s (1992) influential Playing in the Dark is an early exploration of 
the problematic of whiteness.  In Playing in the Dark, Morrison explores 
literary whiteness and blackness in America.  To do so she analyses the uses 
of an ‘Africanist presence’ in literature which she argues is crucial to 
Americanness (Morrison 1992: 6).  For Morrison (1992: 9), exploring literary 
blackness is a helpful way to discover the nature or cause of literary 
whiteness.  She begins by recognising the relationship between reader and 
 
20 For a discussion of ‘New Labor History’ see Ignatiev’s (1995) Afterword, especially pages 
183-186.  See also Rorty (1998) and Gitlin (1995). 
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writer.  She argues that the presence of the author is significant in that the 
readers of American fiction are usually positioned as white while the author is 
positioned as unraced.  She notes her position in the text as being a black 
author writing for an audience who largely believe themselves to be unraced.  
As a central first step in critiques of whiteness, Morrison (1992: 9-10) argues 
that race (and whiteness) must be recognised,  
ignoring race is understood to be a graceful, even generous, so 
liberal gesture.  To notice is to recognise an already discredited 
difference.  To enforce its invisibility through silence is to allow the 
black body a shadowless participation in the dominant cultural 
body.  
Morrison discusses early American literature.  She explores the construction of 
the ‘new man’ in America, in the contextual presence of black slaves and a 
non-white Indigenous population.  The legacy of the production of ‘American’ 
as white is profound.  She (1992: 47) argues that  
Deep within the word ‘American’ is its association with race.  To 
identify someone as a South African is to say very little; we need 
the adjective ‘white’ or ‘black’ or ‘colored’ to make our meaning 
clear.…American means white, and…people struggle to make the 
term applicable to themselves with ethnicity and hyphen after 
hyphen after hyphen. 
Morrison contributes to the tradition that inspired the development of 
whiteness studies, however, her focus on the problematic of whiteness in 
Playing in the Dark locates this text within the field of whiteness studies itself.   
Arguments regarding the limitations or failures of identity politics set the 
groundwork for sophisticated critiques of whiteness.  Recognising the 
limitations of identity politics to sufficiently account for, and have a positive 
affect on systems of, racism allowed for the problematic of whiteness to be 
similarly recognised, articulated, and explored (by white people).   
 
1.3 The problematic of whiteness
white culture is clearly about race privilege  
(Bulbeck 1998: 216) 
Part 1 – Literature & Method  Chapter 1 – Literature Review  
 41 of 41 
The central concern of critical whiteness studies is the ‘problematic of 
whiteness’. Scholars contributing to this literature see whiteness as being 
problematic for a number of reasons. The most fundamental of these comes 
from a strong opposition to racism.  Anti-racist discourse has traditionally 
focussed on one side of the equation, the oppressed, marginalised, or 
excluded.  At its most fundamental, therefore, the problematic of whiteness is 
the recognition that while racism marginalises some it accords privilege to 
others.  As we begin to understand that these racialised power relations are 
not natural but particular (and peculiar) to spatio-temporal locations we see 
that whiteness is constructed or contingent rather than natural.  Whiteness is 
a social fact but a biological fiction (Lipsizt 1998: vii; Ignatiev 1995: 1).  
Finally, whiteness appears to be the norm, it “colonises the definition of the 
normal and also the definition of other norms” (Haggis, Schech et al. 1999a: 
169) even in settler-colonial populations with rich ethnic and racial diversity.  
The particular form of the problematic of whiteness that this thesis engages 
with is that whiteness is normal in Australia (and therefore white Australians 
are privileged) even though the population is diverse.  
Engagements with the problematic of whiteness have led to the development 
of three central arguments in critical race and whiteness studies.  The first of 
these is that there is significant privilege and power associated with being 
(identified or constructed as) white21. Ruth Frankenberg (1993: 236-7) 
exemplifies this argument in her statement: “the term ‘whiteness’ signals the 
production and reproduction of dominance rather than subordination, 
normativity rather than marginality, and privilege rather than disadvantage”.  
The second central argument of whiteness studies is that whiteness is 
constructed, or contingent rather than ‘natural’.  This is captured by Theodore 
Allen’s (1994: 22) observation that: “When an emigrant group from 
‘multiracial’ Europe goes to North America or South Africa and there, by 
 
21 For a good over-view of the day-to-day privileges that white people experience see Peggy 
McIntosh (1992).  McIntosh’s article is widely referenced but is particular to the American 
context.  Jenny Tannoch-Bland's (1998) article is similar but produced for an Australian 
audience. 
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constitutional fiat, incorporates itself as the ‘white race,’ that is…a political 
act…and it is an appropriate objective for alteration”.  The third central 
argument in critical race and whiteness studies is that much of this ‘white 
race privilege’ extends from the monopoly that whiteness has over normality.  
Richard Dyer (1997: 9) succinctly states this argument:  
as long as whiteness is felt to be the human condition, then it 
alone both defines normality and fully inhabits it.  …the equation of 
being white with being human secures a position of power.  
…white people set the standards of humanity by which they are 
bound to succeed and others bound to fail.   
The critical impulse of the commitment to resist racism closely binds these 
three arguments (that whiteness is associated with privilege, that it is 
constructed not natural, and that it operates as a norm) and leads to many of 
the more unique arguments and divisions in critical whiteness studies.  For 
example, Homi Bhabha (1998: 21) argues the “critique of 
whiteness…attempts to displace the normativity of the white position by 
seeing it as a strategy of authority rather than an authentic or essential 
‘identity’”.  Dyer argues that whiteness needs to be made ‘strange’ rather 
than simply be considered the norm (Dyer 2000: 541).  Roediger claims the 
‘marking’ of whiteness as a particular identity is both the first and the most 
critical contribution of whiteness studies (Roediger 2001: 79).   
There is significant common recognition in this literature that whiteness is a 
problem, and why (if not how) it is a problem.  However, the question of 
what to do about whiteness, or “Where do we go from here?” (Brodkin 1999), 
leads to divisions.  The most significant division is between those who seek to 
deal with the problematic of whiteness by ‘abolishing’ the ‘white race’ and, 
those who seek, rather, to ‘rearticulate’ whiteness.  In sections 1.3.2 and 
1.3.3 I return to this important division in the whiteness studies literature.  
But I begin with an examination of the three major theoretical approaches in 
field.  
1.3.1 Three approaches in whiteness studies  
Levine-Rasky (2002: 320) identifies three broad approaches in the critical 
whiteness literature, which she labels: critical, relational, and contextual.     
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According to Levine-Rasky, critical approaches are identified by a normative 
position regarding social justice and a commitment to pursue change.  Levine-
Rasky (2002: 325) argues that the work of Frankenberg characterises this 
approach, as Frankenberg takes “a normative position in investigating the 
discursive and cultural practices of whiteness that underpin racial injustice”.  
Relational approaches are those that consider the ‘interdependence’ of white 
and other.  Levine-Rasky argues that Dyer and Frankenberg (again) represent 
this type of approach.  Both of whom recognise that whiteness and its other 
are constructed relationally, and that neither can be constructed in isolation 
(Levine-Rasky 2002: 325).   
Contextual approaches situate whiteness, particularly in relation to history.  
For Levine-Rasky these approaches are epitomised by the work of Roediger 
(1991), Ignatiev (1996), and Allen (1994, 1997), each being concerned with 
‘when and where’, or the spatial and temporal dimensions, of the problematic 
of whiteness.   
It will become clear that the boundaries between each approach are not 
impervious, and that most whiteness studies scholarship contains aspects of 
more than one of these approaches.  I briefly examine some of the key texts 
in whiteness studies with reference to Levine-Rasky’s schema. 
The critical approach to problematising whiteness
Frankenberg’s (1993) White Women Race Matters has become a key text in 
critical studies of race and whiteness.  It is one of the first book-length 
examinations of whiteness and Levine-Rasky (2002) argues that it exemplifies 
the ‘critical perspective’ of whiteness studies.  Using the feminist insight that 
gender shapes the lives of men as well as women, Frankenberg (1993) 
argues that race is not only an issue for black women, but also shapes the 
lives of white women.  She argues that white race privilege affords white 
people structural advantage.   
For Frankenberg (1993: 6), white race privilege has several effects.  Because 
whiteness is ‘normal’ white people are racially invisible.  This is precisely why 
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Frankenberg (1993: 21) argues that racism is a ‘white issue’.  While studies of 
race have typically focussed on the ‘other’ or those who differ from the norm 
(1993: 17), Frankenberg uses the tools of feminist theory, race theory, and 
colonial theory, to argue that everyone is enmeshed in relations of racism 
(1993: 6) not just those othered by such relations.   
Using life history interviews with ‘white’ women as her primary data, 
Frankenberg explores the relationship between the “materiality of race and 
the discursive repertoires available to account for it” (1993: 241).  She finds 
that there is often tension between these and argues that “the term 
‘whiteness’ signals the production and reproduction of dominance rather than 
subordination, normativity rather than marginality, and privilege rather than 
disadvantage” (Frankenberg 1993: 236-7).   
Her examination of the discursive and cultural practices of whiteness that 
underpin racial injustice lead her to conclude that “we need to displace the 
colonial construction of whiteness as an ‘empty’ cultural space, in part by 
refiguring it as constructed and dominant rather than as norm” (1993: 242-3).  
This shows her work to be an example of the critical approach described by 
Levine-Rasky.  However, as argued above, the recognition of white race 
privilege as a problem, and an anti-racist commitment are central to the field 
of whiteness studies.  Therefore, there are few, if any, significant critiques of 
whiteness that do not start from a normative position that considers white 
race privilege as unjust. 
The relational approach to problematising whiteness
The second perspective that Levine-Rasky identified is a relational one, which 
recognises that whiteness is constructed in relation to its other.  Dyer (1997) 
and Frankenberg (1993) (again) are given as exemplars of this approach.  
Frankenberg’s focus is at least partially relational because of her analysis of 
the ‘discursive repertoires’ used by white women to account for the 
‘materialities of race’, and her discussions with women about how they see 
themselves and racial others. 
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White (1997) is Dyer’s most significant contribution to the study of whiteness 
and is one of the most influential and frequently cited texts in the field.  In 
this work he studies the visual representation of racial whiteness in 
photography and film.  He argues that in “a visual culture – that is a culture 
which gives primacy to the visible…social groups must be visibly recognisable 
and representable, since this is a major currency of communication and 
power” (Dyer 1997: 44).  Dyer’s examination of images of whiteness is a 
valuable contribution to the field, which had been comprised largely of 
historical or interview-based approaches to whiteness studies22. Western 
culture is permeated with ‘information technology’ and a reliance on 
information being captured and transmitted by image.  It is certainly a ‘visual 
culture’ in this sense.  As Don DeLillo (1971: 6) wrote (referring to a camera): 
“What the machine accepts is verifiably existent; all else is unborn or worse”.  
Thus photographs or video footage are frequently offered and accepted as 
proof or evidence of ‘realness’. 
Through his analyses of our visual culture, Dyer is able to demonstrate how 
dominant visual representations of whiteness contribute to its construction as 
normal.  He argues, that in dominant representations in the West there is an 
“assumption that white people are just people” (Dyer 1997: 2) and that  
as long as whiteness is felt to be the human condition, then it 
alone both defines normality and fully inhabits it.  …the equation of 
being white with being human secures a position of power.  
…white people set the standards of humanity by which they are 
bound to succeed and others bound to fail. (Dyer 1997: 9) 
Dyer has been criticised for dehistoricising and decontextualising whiteness 
(Pugliese 2002: 149).  In so far as he analyses particular images, which can 
seem to be removed from their context, this criticism is fair.  Much of the 
whiteness studies literature, particularly that produced by historians (for 
example Curthoys 1999; Ignatiev 1996; Allen 1994; Roediger 1991), 
specifically historicises and contextualises whiteness.  While this is important, 
Dyer’s work is a valuable alternative approach.  Dyer attempts to undermine 
 
22 See: Ignatiev (1996), Allen (1994, 1997), Frankenberg (1993), Roediger (1991). 
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the authority of whiteness by recognising it rather than allowing it to continue 
to be racially ‘absent’.  However, regardless of the intent of the author, 
recognising whiteness but overlooking its spatio-temporal specificity, or 
historically contingent constructedness, might render whiteness a monolithic 
category.  This is a potential problem for all critics of whiteness except those 
who take a ‘contextual’ approach as they actively historicise whiteness.   
Levine-Rasky uses Dyer’s work to exemplify the ‘relational’ approach to 
studies of whiteness.  There are some aspects of his argument in White,
which rely on the relational aspects of whiteness and its other.  For example, 
Dyer argues that white people are not actually (nor symbolically) white (1997: 
42).  He goes on to discuss the other “physiognomic features” (Dyer 1997: 
42), which tend to designate someone’s ‘colour’.  In this discussion he refers 
to shapes of eyes, sizes of noses and lips, and so on.  This is evidence of a 
relational approach to whiteness.  He discusses how the features that are 
associated with whiteness are only identifiable in so much as they differ to 
‘non-white’ features: for example, “large (compared to a supposed European 
average) lips may be taken as the tell-tale sign that someone is ‘black’” (Dyer 
1997: 42).  He also discusses the cinematic portrayal of white men’s bodies in 
relation to that of non-white men (Dyer 1997: 145-83).   
In general, however, I consider the work of Ghassan Hage to be a better 
example of Levine-Rasky’s ‘relational’ approach to the critique of whiteness.  
Hage (1998) explores the production of whiteness in Australia through its 
relation to the ethnic migrant other.  One of Hage’s most resounding 
arguments is that Australian Multiculturalism supports white privilege through 
positioning the white Australian as the one who tolerates, welcomes, or 
accepts the ethnic other who is tolerated, welcomed or accepted.  He argues: 
“Valuing requires someone to do the valuing and something to be 
evaluated.…[this] mystifies the deeper division between holding the power to 
value (negatively or positively) and not holding it” (Hage 1998: 120-1).  This 
demonstrates that white privilege emerges ‘relationally’ – from relations with 
the other.  I would also argue that in the Australian context, Aileen Moreton-
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Robinson’s (2000) work, which examines the effects of white race privilege in 
Australia in relation to the Indigenous other, is a good example of Levine-
Rasky’s relational approach. 
The contextual approach to problematising whiteness
The ‘contextual’ approach to whiteness studies is the final approach identified 
by Levine-Rasky.  It is characterised by a focus on context, and an 
engagement with the questions of ‘when and where’.  She suggests that the 
work of Roediger (1991), Ignatiev (1996), and Allen (1994, 1997) are 
indicative of this approach.  All three authors are historians and all have 
produced important texts exploring the problematic of whiteness alongside 
the when and where of whiteness.   
Roediger’s The wages of whiteness (1991) is one of the texts which first 
defined the field of whiteness studies.  Strongly influenced by the Marxist 
tradition, Roediger (1991: 6) argues that historical materialism is too useful 
an explanatory tool to ignore.  Roediger (1991: 8) focuses on the white 
American working class, arguing that the formation of the working class was 
connected to the “systematic development of a sense of whiteness”.  He thus 
illuminates the role of race in the development of organised labour in the 
USA.   This text is, to a significant extent, a re-writing of accepted American 
labour history.  Roediger (1991: 13) argues that white workers received both 
financial and broader ‘wages’ for their whiteness, that ‘status’ and ‘privileges’ 
were used to compensate for the alienation and exploitation of class relations.  
Roediger (1991: 66) argues that “slavery stood as the ultimate expression of 
the denial of liberty” and provided white workers with a benchmark against 
which to reassure themselves.    Following in the tradition of W.E.B. Du Bois, 
Roediger argues that by connecting their freedom and their work, working 
class whites were able to differentiate themselves from slaves and indentured 
labour.  In this way they were able to secure their membership of the white 
race.   
Roediger, therefore, provides a good example of the contextual approach.  
However, his concern with the “construction of identity through otherness” 
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(1991: 14) shows that he also considers relational aspects of whiteness.  His 
focus on the intersection of race and class could also be considered indicative 
of a relational approach.  This suggests that the boundaries between the 
three approaches to problematising whiteness are less distinct than Levine-
Rasky argues.    
 
Allen’s Invention of the White Race is a two-volume work.  The first volume is 
subtitled Racial Oppression and Social Control and was published in 1994; the 
second volume The Origin of Racial Oppression in Anglo-America, was 
published in 1997.  His historical analysis allows Allen to present a thesis on 
the “origin and nature of the so-called ‘white race’” (1994: 1) in America, 
which is, essentially, that the white race was invented as a means of social 
control.  In his ‘Acknowledgements’, Allen (1994) notes the inspiration that he 
gets from the civil rights movement of the 1960s.  He also acknowledges his 
debt to the tradition of anti-racist literature, thoroughly discussing the work of 
Winthrop Jordan and Edmund Morgan.   
In Volume One, Allen (1994: 14) argues that granting poor European 
migrants membership of the white race secured the support of the labouring 
class for the bourgeoisie and the plantation economy.  Allen argues that the 
plantation economy of the American south was threatened by the potential of 
poor, propertyless, and disenfranchised white workers joining forces with 
black slaves.  Therefore, contempt for non-whites was fostered, particularly 
among the white working class (Allen 1994: 17).  Institutionalised racial 
slavery provided poor whites with racial privilege – they may have been poor 
but at least they could not be enslaved, they were free, and had access to the 
illusion of social mobility.  Allen opposes Jordan’s early explanation of the 
emergence of racial slavery as an ‘unthinking choice’, arguing instead that it 
was a deliberate class choice, calculated to secure social control.  
In Volume Two he continues to support this argument.  He shows that the 
majority of the white male population in the southern states of the USA did 
not own slaves and that they were actually in competition with those who did.  
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The system of racial slavery, therefore, was “antithetical to the interests not 
only of African-American bond-labourers, but also of the rest of the 
population that did not own bond-labourers…and bond labourers had the 
sympathy of the labouring poor” (Allen 1997: 248).  To mitigate the danger of 
solidarity among the labouring poor (black slaves and poor white workers) 
threatening the economic system, white workers were given white identity as 
a birth-right and with it the (empty) hope of social mobility.  According to 
Allen, therefore, ‘freedom’ was the fundamental component of this early white 
race privilege.  
 
In another contextual history, How the Irish Became White, Ignatiev (1996) 
argues that Irish immigrants to the USA from the 1840s also managed to 
secure a place amongst those considered white by differentiating themselves 
from African Americans.  The Irish immigrants were an oppressed minority 
before migrating; they did not receive benefits and privileges associated with 
whiteness in the ‘old country’.  Ignatiev (1995: 2) argues that the material 
conditions that Irish migrants were fleeing were comparable to those of 
American slaves.  He discusses the Penal Laws that Irish Catholics were 
subjected to in some detail (1995: 34).  Along with Roediger and Allen, 
Ignatiev’s (1996) text is a labour history and is also concerned with the 
relations between race and class.  He argues that the Irish used unions and 
organised labour to compete with and oppress the free blacks in the northern 
states (Ignatiev 1995: 120-1).  The Irish, arriving poor, were in direct contact 
and competition with the African Americans whose social class they shared.  
Organising themselves to compete more effectively with the working class 
blacks, they also managed to distance themselves from them.  Despite calls 
from Daniel O’Connell in Ireland for the Irish in America to support the 
abolition of slavery, the American Irish felt their tenuous position in America 
would be weakened further if they were to associate themselves (or allow 
themselves to be associated with) the plight of the African Americans.  
Ignatiev (1995: 59) argues that “while the white skin made the Irish eligible 
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for membership in the white race, it did not guarantee their admission; they 
had to earn it”.  He argues that they earned their membership of the white 
race through their complicity in the oppression of blacks.  The Irish became 
successful migrants in America by embracing white identity and ‘becoming 
white’. 
 
All three authors have therefore, produced labour histories concerned with 
the when and where of whiteness.  They clearly exemplify the ‘contextual’ 
approach identified by Levine-Rasky.  All, however, are also concerned with 
the intersection of race and class, and the construction of whiteness in 
relation to otherness; they could therefore be considered to reflect the 
relational approach discussed above. 
In this section I have demonstrated that key texts in the field of critical 
whiteness studies can be identified with one or more of Levin-Rasky’s three 
approaches to the problematisation of whiteness.  Many of these texts can 
also be aligned with one of two opposing strategies of how to combat white 
race privilege.  I now turn to a discussion of these strategies. 
1.3.2 ‘New Abolitionism’ – The strategy of abolishing whiteness 
The ‘New Abolitionist’ movement takes its name from the American anti-
slavery movement.  It is based on the notion that because whiteness has 
been constructed it is therefore not permanent and can be abolished.23 New 
abolitionism argues that the existence of the white race depends on the 
willingness of those who are assigned to it to accept their racial membership, 
and responds to the problematic of whiteness by recognising that racism does 
not only affect the marginalised.  The system that produces privilege for white 
people is a “system that degrades them” (racetraitor.org, ‘What we 
believe’).24 New abolitionists tend to view the receipt of white race privilege 
as a tacit form of co-operation in a racist system. Therefore, new abolitionists 
seek “the abolishment of the white race so that whites may gain their 
 
23 See: racetraitor.org 
24 Cf Douglass (2000: 306). 
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freedom from the enslavement of their cooperation in racism” (Levine-Rasky 
2002: 339). 
Two edited collections, Roediger’s (1994) Towards the abolition of whiteness 
and Ignatiev and Garvey’s Race Traitor (1996), greatly influenced the 
development of new abolitionism.  The latter inspired a journal of the same 
name (Race Traitor) and a corresponding website.  Both the journal and the 
website carry the slogan (and are guided by the principle), “treason to 
whiteness is loyalty to humanity”, and continue to be at the forefront of the 
movement that urges white people to become ‘race traitors’.  The ultimate 
goal is to make it impossible for anyone to be white.  New abolitionists believe 
that if sufficient white people resist manifestations of white privilege on an 
individual level, and confront institutions that reproduce racism on a collective 
level, their goal will be achieved.  With no ‘members’ whiteness will cease to 
exist.  Frye (1983: 127) expressed a similar sentiment when she argued that 
separation from white men (to cease perpetuating the white race) is disloyalty 
to whiteness, and is therefore good politics.   
At its most basic, new abolitionism likens whiteness to a club.  Members of 
this club receive benefits in accordance with their membership.  However, 
because membership is not natural – it is constructed or historically 
contingent – it is not permanent.  New abolitionists hope to deal with the 
problematic of whiteness by calling for white people to relinquish their 
membership of the white race and become ‘race traitors’. If there is no longer 
a white race, then white people will no longer be cooperating with an unjust 
system of privilege and disadvantage on the basis of their perceived race.  
 
I argue that new abolitionism is a problematic strategy. Firstly, it risks 
succumbing to ‘me too-ism’ through its focus on white people being ‘trapped’ 
into cooperating in a racist system.  Instead of describing privileged white 
people as ‘victims’ of racism because they are ‘forced’ into cooperation with 
an unjust system, it should be sufficient to indicate that a system is unjust 
where some people receive unearned privilege at the expense of others 
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whose access to this privilege is limited.  Further, new abolitionism calls on 
white people to choose not to be white.  This is itself an expression of white 
race privilege.  Only people who have white race privilege could imagine 
choosing whether or not to be raced.  Those who are oppressed by racism 
clearly do not have a meaningful choice about whether they accept or reject 
their racial membership. Levine-Rasky (2002: 342) similarly argues that “the 
option to choose the terms of one’s racial membership in social relations is a 
function of white privilege itself.  Disaffiliation from whiteness is exercised 
through the racial domination from which the race traitor attempts to 
withdraw”.  
It is also naïve to believe that individuals can choose whether or not they are 
‘raced’.  The complex networks of power relations that liberal subjects are 
enmeshed within produce us as gendered and raced subjects.  These 
identities cannot simply be shrugged off.   
Therefore, in its strategy to deal with the problematic of racism, new 
abolitionism runs too great a risk of tacitly supporting white race privilege.  
The strategy that is offered relies upon (and risks reinscribing) the privilege 
that is experienced by people recognised as white.  It also uses a very limited 
understanding of the ways that power produces racialised identities. 
1.3.3 The strategy of re-articulating whiteness 
There is a second strategy for managing the problematic of whiteness in the 
field of critical whiteness studies.  Ignatiev (1996) labels (unfairly in my view) 
this strategy as ‘preservationist’ because it seeks to re-articulate whiteness.  
Ignatiev uses the term ‘preservationist’ because of his distaste for the 
ongoing existence of whiteness in any form.  However, scholars promoting 
the re-articulation of whiteness do not seek to preserve the status quo, nor do 
they seek to eliminate whiteness altogether (a strategy which, following 
Foucault would be seen as a misguided attempt to step outside power).  
Rather they seek to re-articulate whiteness such that it can be understood 
differently and take a form that does not receive unfair and unearned race 
privilege.  This strategy seeks to change the meaning of whiteness and racist 
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power relations that produce white race privilege.  For example, Dyer (1997: 
10) argues that we ought to “dislodge [whiteness] from its centrality and 
authority” rather than seek to erase it.  Scholars contributing to this project 
seek to make whiteness ‘strange’ (Dyer 2000, 1997) or at least as strange as 
all other racial categories, to re-inscribe it within a general economy of races, 
rather than allow it to continue as normal or dominant (Ganley 2003: 25).   
Levine-Rasky (2002: 319) captures the political tension between the projects 
of new abolitionism and re-articulation when she asks “[h]ow can whites 
name, yet sidestep their claim to knowledge so as to avoid reaffirming their 
social domination?”.  Her concern is that the emergence of whiteness studies 
as a field of academic pursuit centres whiteness, as it allows (predominantly 
white) scholars to continue to talk about white people.  New abolitionists 
would answer Levine-Rasky’s concern by trying to abolish whiteness.  They 
are naming it only until it can be erased.  However, those who seek to re-
articulate whiteness believe that critiquing whiteness as part of an anti-racist 
tradition can mitigate the danger of inadvertently re-asserting the centrality of 
whiteness.     
The project of re-articulating whiteness pursues the potential for 
‘reconstructing’ whiteness to allow for new modes of ‘being white’ that would 
not ‘naturally’ attract the privileges that have come to be so closely associated 
with whiteness as to almost define it.  If we can articulate, and therefore 
understand, whiteness differently then there is a chance to ‘be white’ 
differently.  I suggest that we ought not follow the new abolitionists and rely 
on the very race privilege that we critique by ‘choosing’ whether or not we 
want to be white.  This strategy re-affirms the racial privilege of whiteness, 
and fails to take sufficient account of the omnipresent networks of power 
relations (Foucault 1978: 93) that produce individuals as raced, gendered, 
governable subjects.  The potential for positive change lies more closely with 
attempting to re-articulate whiteness to work towards establishing conditions 
of possibility that will allow us to think whiteness differently and to be white 
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‘justly’.  I suggest that the concept of justice developed in the work of Lyotard 
(especially 1989: 76, 1985: 100, 1983: 82) may be useful to this end. 
 
1.4 Australian whiteness literature 
There is a distinct and growing body of literature that examines the 
problematic of whiteness in the Australian context.  Some of it fits within 
Levin-Rasky’s three approaches discussed above and, despite a recent 
argument that some Australian whiteness studies literature tends towards the 
new abolitionist position (Haggis 2004)25, none in fact argues for the abolition 
of whiteness.  Some of the arguments made in the Australian literature are 
unique due to the specificities of the Australian context.  I discuss some of the 
major Australian contributions to the whiteness studies literature here and 
indicate where they contribute to existing work, and where their approaches 
or arguments differ. 
As suggested above, the focus of the American anti-racist literature tends to 
be on black Americans and slavery.  In the Australian context, anti-racism has 
traditionally focused on the plight of Indigenous Australians and colonisation.  
The work of Henry Reynolds has become central to this anti-racist tradition in 
Australia.  His revisionist history is extremely influential and has focused on 
the Indigenous side of the Australian colonial story.  Rather than retell the 
triumphant story of white Australia’s struggle with a wild and foreign 
environment, Reynolds has told of the price that Indigenous Australians paid 
for the colonisation of their land and the resistance that they exercised in 
defence of their territory and lives and culture.  He has denounced the long-
told story of benign British settlement of Australia. His recent Why Weren’t we 
Told? (Reynolds 1999) is written in a popular style which appeals to a broader 
 
25 Haggis (2004) argues that we can consider the calls for whites to relinquish privilege in the 
work of Hage and Moreton-Robinson to be reflective of a new abolitionist position.  However, 
neither argues for the ‘abolition’ of whiteness.  I believe that finding a way to be white 
without attracting or accepting white race privilege is a necessary part of the project of ‘re-
articulation’.  
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audience than much of his previous work such as The other side of the 
frontier (Reynolds 1981).  
As the primary ‘other’ to Australian whiteness, it is clear that whiteness has 
been a problem for Indigenous Australians since long before the emergence 
of whiteness studies.  Jopson (2000: 5) argues that, 
Black explorations of whiteness began in the 1600s when William 
Dampier’s ships loomed off Australia’s west coast, and continued 
when Arthur Phillip and his pasty crew descended on the Gadigal 
people of Sydney Cove 212 years ago.  Their whiteness was not 
just in their skin, but in their intent to seize, stay and exploit.  
Before discussing particular Australian whiteness studies texts, there is one 
other significant point of departure that sets the Australian context, and some 
of the literature, apart from the work done in the northern hemisphere.  Dyer 
(1997) argues that whiteness is normal because it is racially invisible.  
Similarly, Frankenberg (1993) argues that whiteness gains power because it is 
racially unmarked.  Both of these arguments suggest that whiteness is 
represented as racially neutral or as unraced, therefore, non-white people are 
raced and white people are ‘just people’ (Dyer 1997).  These arguments are 
rehearsed and reiterated throughout the North American and British 
literature.  However, Penelope Ingram (2001: 157) argues that “in 
contemporary white settler texts whiteness is not portrayed as unraced, 
transparent, or neutral, but rather is racialized or marked”.  This suggests that 
recent settler societies, such as Australia, may have different ways of 
managing race.  Historically, the existence and longevity of the White 
Australia Policy, which explicitly welcomed white people to Australia and 
excluded non-white people meant that whiteness was marked.  It is notable 
that Ingram argues this marking is still apparent in ‘contemporary texts’, 
citing David Malouf’s Remembering Babylon (1994) particularly.  As will 
become apparent, those Australian scholars who consider the problematic of 
whiteness historically, or whose work Levine-Rasky would call ‘contextual’, 
often recognise this point.  However, there are many Australian scholars of 
whiteness who do not undertake historical analyses.  It will become clear that 
since the demise of the White Australia Policy and the ascendancy of 
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Multiculturalism whiteness has been ‘marked’ less and less, and has come to 
occupy more of an unmarked or racially neutral space in Australia.  
1.4.1 Key texts in Australian whiteness studies 
The literature confronting the problematic of whiteness in the Australian 
context has recently begun to expand significantly.  In the late 1990s various 
scholars argued that Australians had failed to interrogate whiteness 
sufficiently (for example, Larbalestier 1999: 145; Perera 1999: 185; Stratton 
1999: 163; Bulbeck 1998).  While it is true that much work remains to be 
done there is now a solid foundation for continuing scholarship in this field 
(see especially: Moreton-Robinson 2000; Hage 1998).  Issues of race have 
been major concerns for scholars in a variety of fields in Australia, but it is 
only in recent times that major texts have been produced that interrogate 
whiteness as such.  I will focus particularly on three important monographs – 
Hage’s White Nation (1998), Moreton-Robison’s Talkin’ Up to the White 
Woman (2000), and Warwick Anderson’s The Cultivation of Whiteness (2002); 
and two significant edited collections – Unmasking Whiteness (McKay 1999), 
and Race, Colour and Identity26 (Docker and Fischer 2000).  I will also briefly 
discuss The Future of Australian Multiculturalism (Hage and Couch 1999), 
which dedicates a series of chapters to considerations of whiteness and 
Australian Multiculturalism. 
Hage’s White Nation (1998) was the first book-length study of the question of 
whiteness in Australia.  As such, one of its greatest contributions has been to 
help create the intellectual space in which the problematic of Australian 
whiteness can be further explored.  Hage is an anthropologist and in this 
polemical text he relies heavily on the tools of psychoanalysis to argue that 
Multiculturalism is driven by a white nationalism that works to normalise 
whiteness and control ‘ethnics’ in Australia.  He addresses various themes 
including the relation between nationalism and racism; the relations between 
whiteness (as cultural capital) and class; the relation between whiteness and 
 
26 This collection includes work concerned with both the Australian and New Zealand 
contexts. 
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practical nationalism or belonging; and, the relation between tolerance 
(central to Multiculturalism) and white supremacy.  His ‘popular’ use of 
psychoanalytic (and other) theory, has been being criticised (Mackey 2000), 
but has also spawned a great deal of discussion.  Hage’s writing is passionate 
and engaging, which has certainly influenced the many academics and others 
who have chosen to cite White Nation in their own work.  
However, Hage’s focus on the non-white ethnic other leads him to neglect the 
relationship between whiteness and the Indigenous Australian other in his 
analysis.  This makes his work quite unique in Australian whiteness studies as 
most authors in the field focus on Indigenous Australians as the primary 
Australian non-white other.   
 
The Future of Australian Multiculturalism (Hage and Couch 1999) is worth 
discussing briefly as it dedicates a whole set of chapters to critical 
engagement with the problematic of whiteness.  In the introduction to this 
collection Hage (1999: x) (optimistically) tells us that while whiteness has 
been  
for a long time invisible.  Its new visibility is in a sense a mark of 
the decrease in its hegemonic power.  Indeed it is most visible in 
the discourse of ‘white decline’27 through which some white 
Australians articulate a sense of loss of centrality and even a loss of 
reality as a result of multiculturalism. 
Jon Stratton’s chapter (1999) in this collection provides an historical account 
of the changes in the meaning and boundaries of whiteness in Australia.  
Comparing the Australian and American contexts, he argues that there is 
“remarkably little” work on the construction of whiteness in Australia in 
comparison to the “outpouring” from America (Stratton 1999: 163).   
Similarly, in her chapter Jan Larbalestier (1999: 145) argues that whiteness 
has been neglected by academics in Australia.  She makes the point that in 
 
27 For a thorough discussion and analysis of the discourse of white decline see Hage (1998).  
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“representations of multiculturalism” particularly, “whiteness itself is 
frequently an unexamined all-encompassing given” (Larbalestier 1999: 146).   
Suvendrini Perera (1999: 185) argues that the concept of race goes 
unexamined especially in race debates in Australia.  However, since these 
claims were made there has been a growing interest in critically examining 
whiteness and race in Australia.  In fact, the proceedings from the recent 
Placing Race and Localising Whiteness conference at Finders University 
describe a “surge in academic interest in race and whiteness in Australia” 
(Schech and Wadham 2004: i). 
 
Unmasking Whiteness (McKay 1999) is a collection of papers emerging from 
the “first Australian conference on whiteness” (McKay 1999: 3).  This 
conference was convened by the Queensland Studies Centre, Griffith 
University, in 1998, and sought to critically analyse the social construction of 
whiteness with the aim of ‘unmasking’ it, that is making whiteness visible 
alongside the range of ‘Other’ racialised categories.  ‘Exposing’ whiteness as a 
racial position is a step that can lead to the development of arguments for 
new abolitionism or re-articulation.  However, while there are some very 
tentative suggestions regarding how to deal with white race privilege, the 
papers in this collection do not go far beyond exposing whiteness as a 
problem.  In her introduction to this collection, Belinda McKay (1999: 3) says 
debates around “native title, reconciliation and immigration demonstrate that 
race continues to be central to Australian culture”, although it is not 
necessarily made explicit.  She argues that in “such debates the category 
‘race’ is reserved for those deemed to be ‘other’; whites as a racial group 
remain invisible” (McKay 1999: 3).  The idea driving Unmasking Whiteness, as 
the title suggests, is to combat this tendency.  The papers in the collection all 
contribute to this project, albeit in a variety of different ways. 
 
Race, Colour & Identity (Docker and Fischer 2000), brings together 
scholarship concerned with race and whiteness focusing on both the 
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Australian and the New Zealand contexts.  In their chapter Susanne Schech 
and Jane Haggis argue that engaging with whiteness “allows a focus on the 
racialised character of the Australian social formation in a way which focuses 
on the ‘self’ rather than the ‘other’, thus inverting how whiteness usually 
identifies itself – through non-whiteness” (Schech and Haggis 2000: 232).  
They argue that de-centring whiteness would require an abandonment of 
John Howard’s “search for ‘core values’” and taking up a process of  
dismantling the edifices – institutional and discursive – which 
constantly reproduce whiteness as hegemonic narratives of 
identity, nation and self.  Only then would whiteness become 
visible as something which is constantly being produced in specific 
historical, institutional and political contexts and not as some 
taken-for-granted, invisible, primordial or essential set of ‘core 
Australian values’.  (Schech and Haggis 2000: 237)   
The process that Schech and Haggis describe can be read as one of re-
articulating whiteness.  They are seeking to establish conditions of possibility 
for a different version of whiteness to be possible as a means of mitigating 
the problem of white race privilege, rather than trying to erase whiteness 
altogether. 
 
Talkin’ Up to the White Woman (Moreton-Robinson 2000) has been widely 
acknowledged as a significant contribution to critical investigations of 
whiteness in Australia.  Fiona Paisley (2001: 209) describes Moreton-
Robinson’s book as “the first full-length critique of white feminism in 
Australia”.  Moreton-Robinson, an Indigenous (Geonpul) woman political 
philosopher, convincingly argues that white race privilege has and continues 
to provide white feminists (and feminism) with what authority they have: “all 
white feminists benefit from colonisation; they are overwhelmingly 
represented and disproportionately dominant, have the key roles, and 
constitute the norm, the ordinary and the standard of womanhood in 
Australia” (Moreton-Robinson 2000: xxv).  To move beyond this position 
“requires white feminists to relinquish some power, dominance and privilege 
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in Australian feminism” (Moreton-Robinson 2000: xxv), and it is up to white 
women to develop a means of relinquishing their power (186). 
Moreton-Robinson (2000) argues that white feminists in Australian universities 
have failed to account for their race and whiteness.  This position is 
reminiscent of Frankenberg (1993).  There are also similarities in method 
used by the two scholars.  While Frankenberg based her first book-length 
critique of whiteness on life-history interviews with white women, Moreton-
Robinson uses interviews with white feminist academics.  Moreton-Robinson 
argues that the failure of white Australian feminists to recognise their 
whiteness, and thus privilege, is a failure of white Australian feminism.  The 
unacknowledged privilege of ‘well intentioned’ white feminists who try to 
include ‘other’ women is exposed by Moreton-Robinson (2000: 62) who 
argues:  
in order for them to be able to offer to include those who are 
excluded they must be speaking from a position of white privilege. 
Offering to include is a sign of ownership and control, and inclusion 
of ‘Others’ on white women’s terms will not decentre white 
women’s dominant status in Australian feminism. 
This leads her to argue that white feminists need to examine the terms upon 
which they seek to engage with Indigenous women, rather than simply 
attempt to ‘include’ them. 
Her thorough theoretical engagement positions Moreton-Robinson as one of 
the most important and influential scholars engaging the problematic of 
whiteness in Australia. 
 
The Cultivation of Whiteness (Anderson 2002) is a recent text that is likely to 
become a key contribution to the critical study of whiteness in Australia.  This 
is the first comprehensive investigation of race as a scientific and medical 
category in Australia.  Anderson performs a genealogical examination of 
medico-scientific discourse and practice in late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century Australia.  He seeks to “explain how biomedical science and public 
health made [European newcomers’] discomforted ‘whiteness’ seem normal – 
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necessary even – in the new world” (Anderson 2002: 1).  His examination of 
the production of whiteness as normal allows him to argue that,  
Medicine and public health made it possible to differentiate the 
irresolute subject, in need of surveillance and discipline, from the 
reliable, self-governing white citizen.  But then, most whites, even 
those once engaged in promiscuous contact and dissolute 
behaviour, might eventually learn to speak the language of self-
mastery, modernity, and progress, they might pick up the lingo of 
hygiene, they might become health-promoting citizens.  The 
capacity of other races for hygiene, and thus their eligibility for 
social citizenship, remained uncertain.  (Anderson 2002: 70) 
Through his analysis of the history of medical ideas about whiteness in 
Australia, Anderson discusses the multiple connotations that whiteness had 
throughout the period he studies, including (British) ancestry/descent and 
notions of racial and cultural superiority.  By focussing on the shift from 
colonial settler to Australian national, Anderson argues that nation-building 
was central to the production of whiteness in Australia.  He also shows the 
commitment to anti-racist politics that is central to critical whiteness studies, 
by suggesting that his account of how the simplistic categories of race were 
“invented by earlier generations of doctors and scientists will make some 
contribution to their eventual dissolution” (Anderson 2002: 7). 
This work shares something with other ‘contextual’ approaches, being very 
much concerned with ‘when and where’.  However, it departs from much 
other work on whiteness in that it focuses on the ways that whiteness was 
marked, examined, and spoken in the Australian settler-colonial context, 
rather than being left unmarked and invisible as it so often is in the 
contemporary ‘western’ world. 
 
1.5 Conclusion
This review of the critical race and whiteness studies literature aims to orient 
the reader towards the types of analysis and insight that have been made in 
the literature to which this dissertation most directly contributes.  There was a 
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significant focus on literature from America, although critiques of whiteness 
are becoming more common in other parts of the world too28.
This chapter introduced some of the questions, arguments, and approaches 
that have been taken in the critical whiteness studies literature.  I argued that 
critical whiteness studies is part of a long history of anti-racist politics, and 
discussed some early anti-racist literature written by white Americans who 
were particularly critical of the system of racial slavery.  The discussion then 
focused on some of the anti-racist literature produced by black Americans 
who had tended to consider whiteness more closely than white people had.  I 
argued that the recognition of the failure of identity politics to account for 
racial difference, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, provided the theoretical 
point of departure for whiteness studies to emerge.  The problematic of 
whiteness was then discussed as were the two strategies that have begun to 
be developed to deal with this – new abolitionism and re-articulation.  My 
work is positioned in the latter strategy.  The discussion covered three broad 
approaches that most of the whiteness studies literature can be said to follow 
– critical, relational, and contextual.  I indicated that even those texts that 
seem to exemplify one of these approaches can often also be associated with 
one or both of the others.  Due to the anti-racist lineage of whiteness studies 
most, if not all, of the literature can be read as critical insofar as it takes a 
stance against the injustice of white race privilege.   
Finally, in this chapter I have discussed some of the major Australian 
contributions to whiteness studies.  An acknowledgement that whiteness has 
been marked in the settler-colonial context sets it apart from the northern 
hemisphere literature and is clear in some of the Australian work.  
Recognition of Indigenous Australians as the ‘primary other’ is also unique to 
this literature. 
 
28 Levine-Rasky’s (2002) collection is a good introduction to international contributions to 
whiteness studies. 
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Recent texts concerned with whiteness provide a solid foundation of analytical 
insight into the implications of white race privilege.  Some also examine the 
origins of this privilege.  However, none of these texts approach the 
construction and functioning of whiteness in Australia through a genealogical 
investigation of the history of discourses and practices of immigration and 
national identity.  Therefore this thesis will contribute to and expand the 
Australian critical race and whiteness studies literature.  I rely in varying 
degrees on each of the three approaches identified by Levine-Rasky and 
discussed above.  I advance a ‘critical’ approach as I begin by recognising the 
injustice of systems of racism.  I take a normative stance that whiteness is 
problematic, and engage with it seeking to further the project of destabilising 
unearned privilege experienced and distributed on the basis of perceived race.  
This thesis is relational in so far as it examines the way that the meaning of 
whiteness is effected by discourses of immigration, which are concerned with 
either excluding or welcoming the non-white other.  Finally, it is contextual in 
that it looks at historical moments and is concerned specifically with the 
Australian context.  Questions of when and where are, therefore, central to 
this thesis.     
This thesis also contributes to the project of re-articulating whiteness.  It does 
not seek to deal with the problematic of whiteness by abolishing the white 
race.  Rather, it aims to expose the constructedness of whiteness as normal in 
Australia and thus create the potential for the meaning of whiteness to be 
altered.  If the problematic of whiteness is based on the injustice of white 
race privilege, then the aim is to establish conditions of possibility for 
whiteness to be re-articulated or re-inscribed within the range of racial 
categories such that it no longer attracts unearned privilege.   
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Chapter 2: Methodology
Truth is a thing of this world… (Foucault 1984: 72) 
The best we can do is confront our inherited and hereditary nature 
with our knowledge of it, and…combat our inborn heritage and 
inplant in ourselves a new habit, a new instinct, a second nature, 
so that our first nature withers away.  It is an attempt to give 
oneself, as it were a posteriori, a past which one would like to 
originate in opposition to that in which one did originate….  for 
those who employ critical history…there is even a noteworthy 
consolation: that of knowing that this first nature was once a 
second nature and that every victorious second nature will become 
a first.  (Nietzsche 1983: 76-77) 
This chapter focuses on questions of method.  The overall methodology of 
this thesis is genealogy, however, different chapters and sections rely on 
particular techniques of analysis.  By following a genealogical approach I do 
not attempt to re-write history or provide a ‘truer’ account of what did or did 
not happen, what was or was not said or done.  Rather I examine how 
whiteness became normal; how this regime of truth emerged; and, how it 
became sufficiently stable to effect the ways that Australians understand 
themselves and one another. 
There are two main sections in this chapter.  The first (2.1) introduces the 
method of genealogy.  In this section I describe the five key features of 
genealogy for the purposes of this study (2.1.1-5), the goal of genealogy 
(2.1.6), and its suitability as a method (2.1.7).   
The second section (2.2) of the chapter discusses how I apply the 
genealogical method.  I begin (2.2.1) by positioning this study within Levin-
Rasky’s schema introduced above.  I then discuss the regimes of truth 
examined (2.2.2-3), the texts selected (2.2.4), and the particular techniques 
of discourse analysis applied (2.2.5) in the thesis. 
The overall argument of this chapter is that genealogy is a useful way to 
explore the emergence of whiteness as a norm in Australia.  Genealogy can 
be employed to explore the emergence of norms; it can help us to confront 
what Nietzsche (1983: 76) calls our “inherited nature”.  Genealogy is a 
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method that allows us to consider how what was said and what was not said 
coalesce in discursive power relations that produce particular identities, in this 
case a racialised national Australian identity. 
 
2.1 Genealogy
if genealogy is intended to free us from a condition of aspectival 
captivity…this involves bringing us to recognize that this picture or 
perspective is only one possible picture or perspective.  However, 
this is not in itself sufficient…it must also show us that we stand in 
need of re-orientation…showing that this picture or perspective is 
problematic in terms of our intelligibility to ourselves as moral 
agents and beginning the task of re-orientation.  (Owen 2003) 
In order to investigate the problem of whiteness in Australia I look to the past 
to explore some of the practices and discursive manoeuvres that have 
contributed to the production of whiteness as normal.  The methodology that 
I follow is based on the model of genealogical analysis employed by Nietzsche 
(1967) and taken up by Foucault (1986, 1985, 1979, 1978). 
In describing the method that guides the research I identify five key features 
of genealogy.  First (2.1.1), genealogy relies on an understanding of power as 
being linked to language or discourse.  Second (2.1.2), genealogy is based on 
an understanding that the past is active in the present, that is that ‘readings’ 
of the past are part of politics in the present.  Third (2.1.3), genealogy looks 
to a discursively constructed past and therefore undermines historically 
grounded truth claims.  Fourth (2.1.4), genealogy is strategic and 
interpretative.  Finally (2.1.5), genealogy can proceed by an examination of 
events or ‘moments’.  All of these five features are closely related, however, 
discussing them separately allows for a clear description of the guiding 
methodological principles that underpin this research.  I then discuss the goal 
of genealogy (2.1.6) before arguing that genealogy is a useful methodology 
for this project (2.1.7). 
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2.1.1 Power and discourse 
The first key feature of genealogy is the assumption that power and language 
are closely interlinked (Sax 1990: 133).  This assumption leads to the 
understanding that meaning is produced rather than ‘discovered’.  I am 
engaged in an exploration of the production of whiteness.  Part of this 
process involves recognising that this discursive event is not outside of power 
relations.  Without rehearsing familiar arguments in too much detail it is 
important to briefly describe the version of power29 that underpins Foucault’s 
genealogical method and which I draw upon.  Foucault wrote extensively on 
power, however, it is the version of power that he developed in his later work 
that genealogy relies most directly upon.   
Foucault theorised power as relational and omni-present.  For Foucault, 
power exists when it is exercised, and it is exercised at nodal points in 
discourse.  It is “produced from one moment to the next…in every relation… 
is exercised from innumerable points, in the interplay of non-egalitarian and 
mobile relations” (Foucault 1978: 93-4).  However, where there is power 
there is also resistance.  Power relations are agonistic, therefore power is 
fluid, unstable, shifting: “power relations [can be] understood as strategic 
games between liberties – in which some try to control the conduct of others, 
who in turn try to avoid allowing their conduct to be controlled or try to 
control the conduct of others” (Foucault 1997a: 299).  The ‘play’ between 
‘liberties’ is the play between power and resistance.   
While power relations are generally unstable, in specific historical conditions 
they can become normalised and, therefore, relatively fixed.  For Foucault, 
sexuality is a “dense point of transfer for relations of power” (1978: 103).  
Therefore, patriarchy can be read as an example of power relations that form 
the “basis for wide ranging effects of cleavage that run through the social 
body as a whole” (Foucault 1978: 94).  The same could be said about 
whiteness and race. 
 
29 See Hindess (1996: 96-136) for a thorough account of Foucault’s analysis of power. 
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For Foucault (1982: 208), power is also productive.  It is productive of 
subjectivity and meaning.  The complex and omnipresent relations of power 
effect the beliefs, understandings, behaviour, and subjectivity of modern 
individuals and populations. Foucault used genealogy to explore issues of 
subjectivity.  He argued that bodies are a focus of power relations (Foucault 
1979: 27).  Bodies, therefore, are defined at the intersection of discourse and 
history.  
For Foucault, discourse is the medium of power, “it is in discourse that power 
and knowledge are joined together” (Foucault 1978: 100).  As power is fluid, 
“we must conceive of discourse as a series of discontinuous segments whose 
tactical function is neither uniform nor stable” (Foucault 1978: 100).  
However, uniform and stable relations can result in circumstances where a 
particular discourse becomes dominant.  Foucault’s (1997a: 299) later work 
includes an ethical urge for domination to be minimised.  
Because genealogy progresses from an understanding of power as being 
exercised through discourse, the ‘operational procedure’ of genealogy (Sax 
1989: 775) is the examination of texts (meant in the broadest sense of the 
term). 
2.1.2 The past and the present 
The second key feature of genealogy is the assumption that ‘readings’ of the 
past are an active part of the present.  Of course, traditional history also 
assumes that the past effects the present, but the difference is that traditional 
history considers these effects to be carried through time in a linear series of 
cause-effect relationships.  Traditional history traces a linear narrative of one 
event effecting the next, eventually arriving at the present.  Genealogy, on 
the other hand, is not limited to this linear understanding of time and power 
or effect.  Genealogy understands that the meaning of past events are re-
produced in the present.  Memory can be used as an analogy to describe this 
feature of genealogy (Colwell 1997: 11).  Memory is knowledge, or a record, 
of past events.  Yet memory does not exist in the past, it is a ‘record’ of the 
past but ‘exists’ in the present.  Through memory the “past is not something 
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apart from the present but something that is contained within the present” 
(Colwell 1997: 11).  Memory can effect the present; it is comprised of a 
dissociated set of past events that are not organised in relation to one 
another.  It is only when we (actively) recollect that these events become 
organised into a narrative.  Recollecting, therefore, brings events of the past 
into relation with one another.  We can understand the activity of recollecting 
as a means of ‘actualising’ past events such that meaning (in the present) is 
created from them.  Colwell argues that the “past is actualized, in one form or 
another, in the…discursive practices, beliefs and relations of power that 
constitute our daily life” (Colwell 1997: 13).  Therefore, the past is always co-
present.  Actualising or ordering events from the past creates meaning in the 
present.   
Fundamental to the practice of genealogy is the author’s recognition that s/he 
is situated in a particular spatial/temporal (historical) moment, invested within 
and constituted by/constituting a particular ‘regime of truth’.  Using 
genealogy, Foucault “undercuts all attempts at presenting both an ‘objective’ 
view of past realities and a developmental stance to the present by clearly 
establishing a position in the present” (Sax 1989: 778).  Therefore, genealogy 
does not present the past in its ‘essential truth’; rather it presents a “history 
of the present” (Foucault 1979: 31), or recalls the past to make sense of the 
present.   
2.1.3 Genealogy and History 
While genealogy relies upon historical research and considers historical 
records, it deviates from the method of history in a number of ways.  The 
relationship between the past and the present has already been discussed.  
One fundamental departure from traditional historical methods is the 
understanding of power, and recognition that power is exercised in discursive 
relations, that genealogy relies upon.  Genealogy considers the 
correspondence, or lack thereof, between discourses and practices, 
institutions, or their effects (Sax 1989: 779).  History, as a method, tends not 
to follow the assumption that power and language are intertwined. Traditional 
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linear history does not take the play of discursive power into account.  History 
assumes that words have “kept their meaning, that desires still pointed in a 
single direction, and that ideas retained their logic” (Foucault 1977: 139).  
Historians, therefore, ignore “the fact that the world of speech and desires 
has known invasions, struggles, plundering, disguises, ploys” (Foucault 1977: 
139). 
Genealogy further deviates from history in that it does not seek to find an 
‘origin’ then trace a linear path of evolutionary development from that point 
(Sax 1989: 769).  In fact, genealogy is critical of the practice of describing 
history as a linear progression (Foucault 1977: 139), which follows from the 
understanding of power that genealogy is based upon.  If we understand that 
things gain their meaning from the discursive power relations they are 
enmeshed within (Sax 1989: 779), then it does not make sense to try to dig 
down through layers of illusion to uncover the essential truth that has been 
forgotten, lost, or obscured.  Genealogy takes the truth of the present as its 
point of departure and examines how this has come to be produced. 
Genealogy considers the present to be a regime of truth that has been 
constituted by problems, questions, and answers, all of which can be 
understood as power relations (Gutting 1990: 336).  Errors and faulty 
calculations are as responsible as any grand plan or narrative for the birth of 
the things that continue to exist and have value for us – ‘Truth’ does not lie at 
the root of what we know, but accidents (Foucault 1977: 146).  Therefore, in 
this thesis whiteness is not considered an origin or cause of inequality, but an 
effect of unequal power relations. 
2.1.4 Strategy and interpretation 
The genealogical method is strategic and relies upon the use of interpretation.  
The development of a ‘history of the present’, rather than an objective 
account of events of the past, is strategic in that it recognises that the 
‘production of knowledge’ effects political change.  Genealogy allows us to 
disturb the truth of the present to create space for alternate truths to emerge 
and to forge new modes of being.  In this case, genealogy allows me to 
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question why and how being normal has such a close association with being 
white in Australia.  It is interpretative in that it requires the researcher to 
observe events and discern their possible relation to one another in much the 
same way as memory requires the recollection of past events to form a 
narrative in the present. 
Genealogy is necessarily strategic as it disturbs “present-day forms of 
explanation…through a questioning of the currently ‘binding’ interpretations” 
(Sax 1990: 135).  This critical strategic function is complemented by 
interpretation, which is the positive and constructive side of genealogy.  Sax 
(1989:778) argues:   
Foucault's genealogy is a form of interpretation.  …He has to base 
his interpretations upon the placement of often well-known facts 
and histories within new and daring arrays of discourses, 
institutional practices, laws, administrative measures, scientific 
statements, philanthropic initiatives and the like.  …The present is 
a specific ‘regime of truth’, constituted by a field of problems, 
questions and responses determined by the continuity or 
discontinuity, clarity or obscurity of the administered ensemble of 
relations which determine the break between present and past.  
Genealogy takes place in the present and is therefore located in and effected 
by a particular regime of truth.  However, even when discursive power 
relations coalesce to the point where a ‘regime of truth’ is identifiable, the 
possibility for strategic resistance remains.  Genealogy exploits this possibility, 
creating the critical space required to explore new modes of being.   
2.1.5 Examining events 
Genealogy is concerned with events30. The genealogist considers the past to 
be a series of singular and contingent events, rather than a linear progression 
(Gutting 1990: 336).  This is a point of departure from the historical method, 
however, it is of sufficient significance to warrant this separate, brief, 
discussion. 
 
30 For a useful discussion of “the character of genealogy as a practice of critical reflection 
oriented to doing justice to the event” see Owen (2003). 
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Genealogy “gives primacy to the singular contingent event rather than to ideal 
continuities of necessary development” (Gutting 1990: 336).  Genealogists do 
not look for unifying theories, philosophies, or explanations.  As Gutting 
(1990: 342) argues, “[t]here is never a question of some single major stroke 
of intervention but rather of very minor, disparate, uncoordinated 
developments eventually converging to produce a major new development”.  
The concern with events allows the past to be examined as a series of 
‘happenings’ rather than a progression of direct and linear cause and effect.  
Therefore, genealogy seeks “to follow the complex course of descent…to 
maintain passing events in their proper dispersion…to identify the accidents, 
the minute derivations – or conversely, the complete reversals” (Foucault 
1977: 146).   
Colwell (1997: 8) describes the event as a “singularity”.  This term is 
borrowed from physics where it refers to a point with no width, breadth, or 
height.  He argues,   
The event has a peculiar temporality that places it outside the 
progression of past-present-future.  It exists, or rather 
subsists/insists, in a time which has always just past and is always 
about to come, i.e., it is never present.  …It nonetheless can erupt 
into the present producing an upheaval in the order of things.  …It 
is that which repeats but repeats differentially.  …it is this 
differential repetition of events that makes genealogy possible. 
(Colwell 1997: 6-7) 
The past, therefore, is understood as a series of events.  Genealogy seeks to 
first contemplate events as singular and contingent rather than as part of a 
progressive linear narrative (Colwell 1997: 26; Gutting 1990: 336).  This 
allows for events to be ‘re-actualised’ which is both strategic and 
interpretative, and precludes a “singular and specific solution” (Colwell 1997: 
24).  Genealogy, therefore, investigates the events that have been organised 
into a particular series (history).  It then re-serialises them, considering the 
different roles that events play in different scenes (Foucault 1977: 139-40).  
This is not to be confused with writing history which traditionally attempts to 
re-interpret events to discover hidden or neglected meanings, rather it is an 
attempt to ‘re-problematise’ the event (Colwell 1997: 26).  
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The ever-different repetition of events (as they are reiterated, retold, 
reinterpreted, and/or re-examined) makes genealogy possible (Colwell 1997: 
6-7). What makes genealogy “urgent”, however, is the feeling that a research 
project undertaken in the present might reveal weaknesses and connections 
between events, which might allow for a different story to be told (During 
1992: 126).  For example, considering history as a series of discursive events 
may allow for whiteness’ normality to no longer be inevitable.   
For Foucault, discursive power relations fix events in a particular series, or 
produce a more or less accepted historical narrative (Colwell 1997: 15).  
Discursive power relations attach a particular meaning to a particular event 
according to its location in the series and the particular regime of truth.  
Meaning is contingent.  In this way we can consider history as the collective 
memory of events, shaped by a particular regime of truth; and the present as 
a “profusion of entangled events” (Foucault 1977: 155).  Genealogy, however, 
problematises these events, and thus effects the meaning produced by the 
narrative of history (or memory).   
Colwell (1997: 20) questions how to respond to genealogy’s demand to 
‘actualise’ events in a different manner.  He argues that the way to respond to 
this demand is to employ an ethic of problematisation:   
The goal is not to find a solution, to ‘fix’ history, to offer a better or 
truer account of the past.  The goal is to make the problem 
problematic, to make it a real problem once again, a problem we 
can no longer know the answer to but for which we are compelled 
to find solutions. (Colwell 1997: 26)   
This is a profoundly political (and ethical) endeavour and brings us back to 
the strategic and interpretative elements of genealogy.  As Jacques Derrida 
(1999: 66) stressed: “I would argue that there would be no decision, in the 
strong sense of the word, in ethics, in politics, no decision, and thus no 
responsibility, without the experience of some undecidability”.  Colwell’s ‘ethic 
of problematisation’ is sensitive to Derrida’s undecidability – it not only 
recognises undecidability but seeks to inject an element of this into research 
by discussing problems for which we cannot find an ‘Answer’, but are 
nonetheless compelled to explore.   
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The focus on the event then is a politico-ethical one, follows the ethic of 
problematisation, and is sensitive to undecidability.  As Colwell (1997: 22) 
argues “[e]vents…remain problematic; they do not have solutions, or more to 
the point, they do not have solutions except in so far as they are actualized”.  
Such solutions are only temporary and strategic; they do not erase the 
problematic nature of the problem. 
Foucault argues that the “body is inscribed as the surface of events…the locus 
of a dissociated Self”, and that the task of genealogy “is to expose a body 
totally imprinted by history” (Foucault 1977: 148).  In this thesis I consider 
the particular meaning the ‘white body’ has in present-day Australia to be at 
the surface of events.  I do not attempt to expose the essential truth of 
whiteness but to expose how the meaning of whiteness is imprinted by 
history. 
2.1.6 The goal of genealogy 
I have now introduced the five features that are key to the genealogical 
method for the purposes of this study.  However, I will briefly address one 
more question before I move on: what can the genealogical method be used 
for, or what can it allow us to do? 
When discursive power coalesces into a regime of truth, discourses work 
together to (re)produce common sense.  That is, because discursive power 
produces the meanings that are associated with events, institutions, and 
things, the ‘way things are’ appears self-evident.  In Questions of Method,
Foucault (1991b) discusses a way to breach the self-evidence that discourses 
construct to continue their dominance.  He argues that by doing genealogical 
research each moment is considered as an event.  Eventualising these 
‘moments’ locates them in a particular context and assists the process of 
breaching the self-evidence that they produce.  Re-serialising the events 
further affects the self-evidence of dominant meanings as it can allow things 
to take on new meanings.  This thesis can be considered, at least partially, to 
be re-serialising a set of textual events to show that whiteness is problematic 
in contemporary Australia.  The primary goal of genealogy, or the primary 
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outcome it can be used to achieve, is the problematisation of a particular 
problem.  “If genealogy mutates the collective memory of our society it is 
with the goal of mutating the material structures of that memory – our 
values, discourses, practices, institutions and our selves” (Colwell 1997: 28). 
Adopting the genealogical method is a political act, and is potentially 
politically efficacious.  If history can be understood as analogous to the 
‘collective memory’ of society, and if meanings, beliefs, values, institutional 
practices, and even our very selves are effected by power in the ways that 
Foucault has described, then re-serialising our memory of the past has great 
potential to effect the present by destablising existing power relationships 
that have solidified into arrangements that are unjust.   
2.1.7 Suitability of the genealogical method 
In this thesis I am concerned with the problematic of whiteness in 
contemporary Australia.  In particular, I question how it is that whiteness 
functions as a norm when the population appears racially, ethnically, and 
culturally diverse.  Genealogy allows me to explore this problem by examining 
some of the complex networks of discursive power relations that have 
produced whiteness as normal.  Therefore, the understanding of power that 
genealogy relies upon makes it a valuable tool to investigate the problem that 
is central to this thesis.  The theory of power that underpins genealogy allows 
me to demonstrate that representations of whiteness as normal are an effect 
of power exercised through particular discursive practices. 
The second key feature of genealogy discussed above also makes genealogy 
a particularly useful method for this thesis.  I am interested in how whiteness 
has achieved the status that it enjoys in contemporary Australia.  Therefore, 
writing a history of the present is entirely appropriate, and genealogy 
becomes the obvious choice of methodology for this study.   
The third key feature of genealogy that I discussed above is that it is strategic 
and interpretative.  As one aim of this thesis is to problematise white race 
privilege, a methodology that is both strategic and interpretative 
accommodates this type of project.  Genealogy allows the problem of 
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whiteness to be ‘problematised’.  It, therefore, allows me to consider 
whiteness as a problem for which there is no ‘Answer’ but which we are 
nonetheless compelled to continue to explore.   
Traditional historical methods do not accommodate the political impulses that 
drive this project.  However, examining historical records is necessary to 
articulate how whiteness has become normal.  Therefore, again, genealogy is 
a useful choice of method. 
The genealogical concern with events allows for the identification of discursive 
moments and the consideration of particular textual ‘events’.  In this 
genealogy of whiteness I investigate two discursive moments in Australian 
immigration history – the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism.  I 
analyse how the meaning of whiteness has been effected by power, exercised 
at specific points in these ‘moments’, and how being white in Australia has 
been produced at these discursive moments.   
The political goal of genealogy – to allow us to ‘refuse who we are’ (Foucault 
1983) – is the final feature of genealogy discussed above that makes it 
particularly useful for this project.  This method allows for the construction of 
whiteness as a norm to be examined and, therefore, whiteness to be shown 
to be not necessarily natural or good or just, but historically contingent, 
produced by the effects of complex networks of discursive power relations.  
This feature of genealogy will allow me to demonstrate how and why it is 
problematic for whiteness to function as a norm.  As Jon Simons (1995: 109) 
puts it, “[g]enealogy exposes the contingency of what appears natural, 
enabling one to loosen the ties to one’s identity”.  Roediger (2001: 77-8) 
argues that “the significant challenges to the idea that race is natural clearly 
have contributed to interest in studying whiteness as an identity which is 
made, remade, and at times unmade”.  Genealogy provides tools for such 
study. 
Therefore, genealogy lends itself as an appropriate tool for this project.  The 
next question is: how, exactly, is the method to be applied? 
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2.2 Application
we must conceive of discourse as a series of discontinuous 
segments whose tactical function is neither uniform nor stable 
(Foucault 1978: 100) 
In this section of the chapter I provide more specific detail about how the 
genealogical methodology is applied in this dissertation.  I first discuss the 
relational aspect of this study of whiteness (2.2.1), then the two discursive 
moments examined in Parts Two and Three of the thesis – the White Australia 
Policy (2.2.2), and Multiculturalism (2.2.3).  Each of these discursive moments 
is presented as corresponding to a different regime of truth.  I then discuss 
the particular sets of texts that I use to investigate the production of 
whiteness in these discursive moments (2.2.4).  Finally, I discuss the 
techniques of discourse analysis used to examine the discursive construction 
of whiteness in these textual events (2.2.5).   
2.2.1 A relational approach 
Following the ‘relational’ approach discussed in the previous chapter, and 
recognising that the construction of whiteness is impossible without the 
concomitant construction of otherness (Levine-Rasky 2002: 325), this thesis 
examines discourses that refer to otherness as well as (or in contrast to) 
whiteness.31 Thus, the relational focus of my research is: white Australian 
identity/non-white migrant other.  I look at discourses focussed on 
immigration and Australian identity, which invoke the migrant other in 
contrast to the white Australian, for a number of reasons.  I do so even 
though I recognise that the Indigenous other is the primary or principal ‘other’ 
in the settler-colonial Australian context and that most analyses of whiteness 
in Australia have focused on the relation between the Indigenous other and 
the white subject (for example, Moreton-Robinson 2001, 2000, 1999, 1998; 
McKay (ed) 1999).  However, there are also a range of scholars concerned 
with the Australian context who have discussed whiteness in relation to the 
 
31 See Connolly (1991) and Young (1990) for thorough analyses of the relation between 
identity and difference.  
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migrant other32, which is also important as representations of Australia as a 
‘nation of migrants’ are a significant part of the colonial story.  Clearly, there 
are two distinct yet connected sets of ‘race debates’ that take place in 
Australia which are identifiable due to their focus either on Indigenous 
Australians or ethnic migrants (Curthoys 2000).  Choosing to focus on one 
rather than the other has both benefits and drawbacks. 
The main benefit of focusing on the relation between whiteness and one of its 
‘others’, rather than both, is that it allows depth of analysis.  If I had chosen 
to examine whiteness in relation to both the Indigenous and the migrant 
other the breadth would have required the depth to be sacrificed.  I focus on 
the relation between whiteness and the migrant other, rather than the 
Indigenous other, partly because this is the part of the story that remains 
most untold.  However, the primary reason for the focus on whiteness in 
relation to the migrant other comes from the particular problem driving this 
thesis.  I identify whiteness as particularly problematic because it is ‘normal’, 
even though the population of Australia is diverse.  While there is significant 
diversity among the Indigenous peoples of Australia, there is arguably greater 
ethnic/racial/cultural diversity among non-white migrants.     
There is clearly something lost in choosing to focus on discourses of 
immigration rather than those of colonisation.  By narrowing the focus in this 
way I lose the opportunity to engage thoroughly with the fundamental 
recognition that Australia remains a colonial space, which has developed on 
the displacement, disruption, and destruction of Indigenous Australians.  It 
also does not foster a thorough treatment of the problematic relationship 
between Indigenous Australians and non-Indigenous non-white migrants as 
‘colonial settlers’.  Politically, there is a danger that this work might contribute 
to the marginalisation of Indigenous voices and the ongoing lack of 
recognition of the status of the original inhabitants of this land.     
 
32 Notable among these are: Hage (1998); Schech and Haggis (2000); Stratton (1999); and 
Perera and Pugliese (1998).  
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While I recognise that the investigation undertaken in this thesis is partial, I 
also recognise that all projects must be partial.  I cannot tell the ‘whole story’ 
of whiteness in Australia, nor do I endeavour to.  I examine the exercise of 
discursive power in particular texts that are located within broader discourses 
of immigration and Australian identity, and the effects of this power on the 
meaning of whiteness.  I can necessarily only draw partial conclusions.  
However, I hope that these conclusions add to the growing body of 
scholarship on whiteness. 
2.2.2 Regimes of truth – the White Australia Policy 
In the 1830s, with convict labour becoming scarce, some pastoralists 
unsuccessfully petitioned their colonial governments to introduce indentured 
labour from India (Curthoys 2003: 12).  However, by the late 1840s Chinese 
labourers were arriving in New South Wales.  There was a strong liberal 
sentiment, led by Henry Parkes, that equality was important and could only 
be achieved if the Australian population was equal at birth, not comprised of 
masters and slaves33 (Rubenstein 2003: 150; Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 
123-4).  Around 1850 people in Australia began to agitate for exclusive 
immigration on the basis of race (Rubenstein 2003: 149).  This approach 
called for the exclusion of ‘lower’ (non-white) races.  The number of Chinese 
immigrants increased dramatically during the Gold Rushes, and in 1855 the 
Victorian Government passed the first anti-Chinese immigration legislation 
(Curthoys 2000: 22-3; Collins 1991: 9; Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 169).  By 
1888 all colonies except Tasmania had passed legislation to prevent the entry 
of Chinese immigrants.  Thus, a perceived necessity for racial exclusion had 
been developing for at least fifty years before the federation of the Australian 
colonies and the formalisation of the White Australia Policy.   
However, I locate the discursive moment of the White Australia Policy in the 
first decades of the twentieth century, beginning in 1901.  My research begins 
in 1901 because the White Australia Policy only began to govern Australia 
33 Very similar arguments were made in the first Australian federal parliament during the 
debate over the Immigration Restriction Act 1901.
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post federation.  Around this time, during the development, passage, and 
implementation of the Immigration Restriction Act34, there was an explosion 
in references to immigration and Australian identity in both official and 
popular discourses.  While the White Australia Policy had been advocated for 
and deployed in various forms in the various Australian colonies, it was not 
until 1901 that the legislative cornerstone of the policy, the Immigration 
Restriction Act, was passed by the newly formed federal parliament of 
Australia.   
Imposing a temporal limit to the end of this discursive moment is much more 
difficult.  Arguments can be made that the White Australia Policy persisted 
until 1966 when the Dictation Test (central to the Immigration Restriction Act) 
was repealed, or until 1975 when the Racial Discrimination Act was passed, 
which provided the legislative foundation for a non-discriminatory immigration 
policy and for Multiculturalism.  However, I limit my choice of texts to those 
produced in the first decades after federation35, because, as I will 
demonstrate, the discursive moment of the White Australia Policy peaked in 
the first decades of the twentieth century.  Further, federal legislative support 
for the White Australia Policy was produced in these early years and there 
was much debate amongst officials and politicians; policy was being 
implemented and there were significant levels of official correspondence.  
There was also an explosion in popular discourse about White Australia in this 
period.  By the 1930s things had started to change.  There was a growing 
acceptance that Australia would have to begin to source and accept 
immigrants from outside of the British Isles (Sherington 1980: 114).  In terms 
of actual immigration figures, the Depression (of 1929-30) severely reduced 
 
34 The Immigration Restriction Act is often used synonymously with the White Australia Policy 
(e.g. Ang 2003: 54; Collins 1991: 9).  This is understandable yet not quite accurate.  There 
were three pieces of legislation, which contributed legal support to this policy and allowed it 
to be operationalised, including also the Post and Telegraph Act, and the Pacific Islanders 
Laborers Act.
35 Greenwood (1974: 204) refers to a distinct “period from 1901 to the depression of the 
early thirties”. Jackson (1988: 2-3) also identifies “three main periods in Australia’s population 
history since 1788”, the second ends and the third begins in the 1930s.   
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the numbers of migrants arriving in Australia (Jackson 1988: 25).  As Borrie 
(1949: 18) argues: 
In the years immediately preceding the outbreak of war in 1939 
there had been a moderate revival of immigration….  The net loss 
to Britain was reversed, while the net gain from non-British 
sources, which had continued during the depression, was 
extended.  Between 1936 and 1940 there was a net gain of 42,000 
European immigrants.  Only 14,700 of these came from Britain, 
while 7300 came from Germany, 7600 from Italy, and 12,000 from 
other European countries.  
While it may be argued that the White Australia Policy only began to weaken 
with the increased diversity of post-World War II migration, there was already 
significant non-British immigration by the 1930s (Borrie 1949: 18).   
It could also be argued that the discursive moment of the White Australia 
Policy has still not ended (in 2006).  Some contemporary discursive 
formulations about race and nation seem to resonate with the discursive 
moment of the White Australia Policy.  I am thinking here, in particular, of 
discourses that are presented as a ‘backlash’ against the dominant discourses 
of Multiculturalism, and which have been prominent from time to time since 
1988.  These were particularly evident during the ascendancy of Pauline 
Hanson and her One Nation Party (in the mid to late 1990s), and more 
recently in the Cronulla riots of December 2005.  However, there was an 
identifiable discursive shift which led to the replacement of the White 
Australia Policy with the institution of Multiculturalism.  This can be 
understood as a new regime of truth associated with a different 
understanding of the human subject and the value or meaning of racial 
difference.  Multiculturalism is associated with a modern liberal idea of the 
human subject as racially different but commonly human; the White Australia 
Policy is linked to a belief in a racial hierarchy where people are understood to 
be more or less human depending on their position in this hierarchy 
(Grimshaw et al 1994: 179; Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 187). 
2.2.3 Regimes of truth – Multiculturalism  
It is also necessary to impose temporal limits on the discursive event of 
Multiculturalism.  I have identified a period from 1975 to 1988 as defining the 
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discursive moment of Multiculturalism.  I define the limits to this moment 
largely according to the existence of bi-partisan federal parliamentary support 
for Multiculturalism, which contributes to its centrality among discourses of 
immigration and national identity.  The reason for beginning the study of 
discourses of Multiculturalism at 1975 is clear.  The Racial Discrimination Act36 
was passed in 1975 and it provided legislative support for the policy of non-
discrimination in the selection of immigrants, which is closely tied to the 
broader policy of Multiculturalism.  Referring to Multiculturalism and the 
departure from an Australian identity based on ties with Britain, Ann-Mari 
Jordens (1995: 171) argues that “[i]t is only since 1975 that the government 
and bureaucratic resources have been directed to promoting this 
reconceptualisation of Australian national identity”.  The Racial Discrimination 
Act is indicative of the change from racial exclusion to the language of 
inclusion.  The policy of Multiculturalism can, therefore, be seen as the 
institutionalisation of a new regime of truth.   
Multiculturalism was not introduced as an immigration policy per se; it was a 
broad policy position, which sought to manage extant ethnic diversity through 
the language of inclusion, tolerance and acceptance of difference (see: Hage 
1998), and by providing programmes and services designed to cater to the 
‘special needs’ of ethnic migrants.  It is thus as much a policy to guide the 
management of diverse ethnic migrants within Australia as it is a policy to 
guide immigration intake itself (see Australia and Galbally 1978; AIMA 1982; 
Australia 1986).  Multiculturalism represents a rejection of the racist and 
exclusionary legacy of the White Australia Policy and provided tailored policies 
to assist ethnic migrants to take their place within a diverse Australian 
society.  With Multiculturalism came multilingual radio, television, and 
government publications.  Migrants were able to access specific services 
designed to serve their different needs that would help them take their place 
in and contribute to Australian society.  White Australians were encouraged to 
 
36 This Act made racial discrimination unlawful in Australia. 
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accept and enjoy the cultural enrichment of the new foods, dances, songs, 
and sports that came with ethnic diversity. 
It can be argued that Multiculturalism is still central to contemporary 
discourses of immigration and Australian identity, as it remains government 
policy.  However, I have nominated 1988 as the endpoint of my study of 
Multiculturalism.  Bi-partisan support for Multiculturalism briefly disappeared 
in Australian federal politics at this point (Markus 2001: 82).  In August 1988 
the then Leader of the Opposition, John Howard, opposed a motion that  “no 
Australian government would use race or ethnic origin as a criterion to 
determine the composition of the immigration intake” (cited in Sheehan 1998: 
133).  One commentator described the Liberal Party as “dumping 
bipartisanship” at this moment (O’Reilly 1988: 47).  This demonstrates the 
omnipresent possibility for resistance to be exercised.  The challenge to 
Multiculturalism shows that even when we can identify a regime of truth 
various oppositional discourses will be in operation.   
ALP Prime Minister Bob Hawke moved the disputed motion,37 the first clause 
of which simply acknowledged the bi-partisan dismantling of the White 
Australia Policy.  The second clause recognised that since 1973 there had 
been bi-partisan support for racially non-discriminatory immigration policy and 
that this had benefited Australia.  The third clause, and this was the one most 
hotly contested, called on the House to give its  
unambiguous and unqualified commitment to the principle that, 
whatever criteria are applied by Australian Governments in 
exercising their sovereign right to determine the composition of the 
immigrant intake, race or ethnic origin shall never, explicitly or 
implicitly, be among them. (CPD, HR, 1988: 402)   
Howard took exception to this, and argued that it “invites us to say that a 
government does not have a sovereign right to determine who should enter 
this country” (CPD, HR, 1988: 407).  The sovereignty of the government, 
however, was only being limited to the extent that it could no longer rely 
 
37 Hawke was inspired to put this motion to the House as a means of repudiating comments 
that John Howard had made (sentiments later echoed by Pauline Hanson) calling for a 
reduction in Asian immigration (see: CPD, HR, 1988: 402). 
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explicitly on racial or ethnic discrimination.  It could be argued that the 
wording of the clause in fact re-inscribed the nation’s sovereignty by 
confirming the ‘sovereign right’ of Australian governments to ‘determine the 
composition’ of the migrant intake.  Howard was obviously concerned about 
supporting a motion that would limit the opportunity for future Australian 
governments to employ race and or ethnicity as criteria for migrant selection.  
Kim Beazley, then Minister for Defence, argued:  
This item does not invite one jot, tittle or element of agreement 
with Government immigration policy except in one area alone, and 
that is: whatever one decides, whether one takes the view that 
migrants should be more oriented to business, whether one thinks 
that we need more families of migrants in this country, whatever 
view one has on that, the one thing that one must not do – and 
this ought to be common ground between us – is to make the 
issue of race or ethnic origin a criterion. (CPD, HR, 1988: 429-430) 
The Opposition, led by Howard, opposed the motion – although four members 
crossed the floor to vote with the Government according to their conscience.  
Not only did the Liberal-National Party Coalition38 oppose Hawke’s motion in 
the House of Representatives, but it also outlined an opposing policy.  
Howard, in an interview published under the title ‘Why I am right’ explained: 
“THe [sic] great weakness of multiculturalism is that not everybody can 
identify with it….  I want something that every Australian…can identify with” 
(Howard 1988: 156).  The alternative policy, ‘One Australia’, “was seen as a 
criticism of Australia's multiculturalism” (Jayasuriya and Ji 1999). 
Howard’s vision of One Australia was detailed in December 1988, in a Liberal-
National Party Coalition policy document entitled Future Directions, It’s time 
for plain thinking (Liberal-National and Coalition 1988: 88-99).  In this 
document One Australia was described as “a concept which recognises and 
celebrates those core values which unite us as Australians”.  According to the 
Coalition, those values included “a code of ethics which is derived from 
European civilisation…[and] the values of Australian mateship” (Liberal-
National and Coalition 1988: 89).  Later, this document proclaims: “We 
 
38 The federal parliamentary opposition was, at this time, a coalition of two conservative 
political parties: the Liberal, and National parties. 
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welcome all those who share this vision of One Australia and are ready to 
contribute to it” (Liberal-National and Coalition 1988: 94).  Thus One Australia 
required migrants to ‘recognise and celebrate’, basically to adopt, ‘a code of 
ethics’ derived from ‘European civilisation’! 
According to Future Directions: “Individuals have a right to ‘retain their 
personal and family traditions’, but not, it seems, their broader social and 
cultural traditions” (Brett 1989: 15).  Judith Brett (1989: 16), citing Future 
Directions, argues  
there is…stress in Future Directions on the view that identification 
with social groups larger than the family limits the individual’s 
opportunity to participate equally in Australian life.  Programs 
which recognise structural inequalities in society, whether in terms 
of class or ethnic background, are presented as perpetuating those 
inequalities and hence as holding individuals back: ‘So-called 
multicultural programs…simply ensnare individuals in ethnic 
communities, denying them the opportunity to fully participate in 
Australian society.’  
For a brief time in 1988 the policy of Multiculturalism did not have bi-partisan 
support, and its dominance was weakened.  I only examine the discourses of 
Multiculturalism up to 1988 because, while Multiculturalism remains 
government policy and its regime of truth arguably continues, opposing 
discourses have grown and the support for Multiculturalism has weakened.  
Some of the challenges to Multiculturalism are considered in the conclusion of 
this thesis.  
2.2.4 Selection of textual sources 
I investigate the discourses of the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism 
by applying techniques of discourse analysis to particular texts that can 
contribute to these discourses.  I examine a range of texts from the ‘official 
and ‘popular’ discourses of both the White Australia Policy and 
Multiculturalism.  I am interested in how whiteness has been (re)presented in, 
and therefore had its meaning effected by, discourse.  Official and popular 
discourses are distinct but related.  They draw from and are affected by, one 
another.  The texts that I analyse as part of official discourses include 
correspondence housed in the National Archives, and reports commissioned 
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by policy markers.  These texts do not receive the breadth of exposure as, 
say, newspapers.  However, they indicate and contribute to the thinking of 
policy makers.  They therefore occupy an important, ‘nodal’ point (Foucault 
1978) in the broader discourse of immigration and Australian identity.  They 
contribute to the meaning of whiteness by both shaping discourse (thus 
effecting the production and reception of representations of whiteness) and 
the implementation of policy (which directly effects the material conditions of 
lives and the ways people relate to themselves and others).   
The texts that I analyse as part of ‘popular’ discourse also occupy important 
points in the broader discourse of immigration and Australian identity.  These 
texts appeal to a mass audience.  They also carry the contributions of some 
of that audience.  They are distinct but not separate from official discourse.  
These popular texts are located in and contribute to the regimes of truth and 
socio-political context in which the official texts are produced.  Therefore, 
both the official and popular texts serve to support (and sometimes 
undermine) each other, as each is prepared for and received by different 
audiences, for different purposes.  However, both seek to inform.  Both sets 
of texts also present themselves as more or less ‘factual’, or are based on, 
refer to, or assume, facts.  Therefore, when discursive power relations 
coalesce to a state in which a regime of truth can be identified, both official 
and popular texts can be used to analyse representations that are consistent 
with (and those that resist) dominant configurations.   
In selecting particular texts, I look to sites where I can expect to find large 
volumes of references to white Australian identity and migrant otherness.  
The texts that I examine may not be authentic representations of the official 
or popular discourses of the White Australia Policy or Multiculturalism39. They 
do, however, contribute to those discourses, and provide representations of 
Australian identity and or immigration. 
 
39 To argue that a particular text is representative of a discourse would rely on some 
understanding of that discourse external to the textual representations of it.  I understand 
that the truth of a discourse is developed by the reader’s interaction with representations of 
it.  See Lee (1992). 
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Official discourses
I looked for textual sites in which there are large numbers of references to 
the White Australia Policy, immigration, and national identity.  Therefore, the 
first set of texts I examine is comprised primarily of archival documents 
selected from the National Archives of Australia (NAA) in Canberra, which 
relate to the White Australia Policy and immigration.  These documents 
include letters and memos; specific instructions to officials; requests, and 
responses to these; letters between Ministers, between Ministers and officials, 
and between officials and the public.  Parliamentary debates from Hansard 
relating to the three primary pieces of legislation supporting the White 
Australia Policy (the Immigration Restriction Act, the Pacific Islander 
Labourers Act and the Post and Telegraph Act) are also examined. 
The set of texts used to analyse the official discourse of Multiculturalism is 
significantly different.  Access to the archives is only possible after thirty years 
have elapsed.  These sources were not available during the period of primary 
research for this thesis.  Therefore, I analyse a set of official reports 
commissioned to inform and advise Ministers and policy makers who were 
trying to manage newly accepted and increasing ethnic/cultural diversity 
under the policy of Multiculturalism.  The three texts selected for close 
analysis significantly effected the policies and practices of Multiculturalism in 
Australia in addition to contributing to the official discourse of 
Multiculturalism.  The first of these, Migrant services and programs: report of 
the Review of Post-arrival Programs and Services for Migrants (Australia and 
Galbally 1978), is known as the Galbally Report. The recommendations made 
in this report were all adopted and thus it formed the basis for the Fraser 
government’s40 Multicultural policy and practices.  The second text examined, 
the Evaluation of Post-Arrival Programs and Services (AIMA 1982), known as 
the AIMA Evaluation (or Review), was an evaluation of the progress made in 
the implementation of the recommendations made in the Galbally Report. The 
third report, Don’t settle for less: report of the Committee for stage 1 of the 
 
40 Malcom Fraser was Prime Minister of Australia from 1975 to 1983. 
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Review of Migrant and Multicultural Programs and Services (Australia 1986), 
known as the Jupp Report, was commissioned to assess the progress made in 
achieving a more equitable society through the policies and practices of 
Multiculturalism.  The Galbally Report, the AIMA Evaluation, and the Jupp 
Report all made important contributions to the policies and practices of 
Multiculturalism as well as being significant documents in the official discourse 
of Multiculturalism.  These texts allow the construction of whiteness in the 
discursive moment of Multiculturalism to be analysed. 
Popular discourses
To analyse the popular discourses of the White Australia Policy and 
Multiculturalism I select texts which can be identified as part of ‘popular 
discourse’ in Australia, and in which I can expect to find a large volume of 
references to white Australian identity and immigration.  It is important to 
note that no source can provide an ‘authentic representation’ of popular 
discourse.  The representativeness of any particular source at any particular 
time and place could itself be the subject of a thesis.  I could have chosen to 
focus on the lyrics of popular songs, novels, television programmes, or any 
other set of popular texts.  But for breadth and consistency I use one set of 
texts that has been produced and consumed nationally and throughout the 
entire temporal period that I am concerned with (1901-88).  The Bulletin fits 
both of these criteria41, as it “tapped into and formed a readership that was 
given some identity in the magazine as a continent-wide, Australian audience” 
(Carter and Whitlock 1989: 121).  I do not suggest that The Bulletin is more 
representative of ‘popular discourse’ than other similar texts.  As Carter and 
Whitlock (1989: 123) argue  “the point is not that it was the voice of the 
people or the expression of the nation’s spirit”.  However, a number of factors 
make The Bulletin a useful resource for this investigation.  Amongst these is 
that “this journal penetrated its society and gripped attention in ways for 
which it is hard to find any parallel” (Lawson 1987: ix).    
 
41 The Bulletin was first produced in 1880 and continues to be produced and distributed 
nationally today. 
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The Bulletin certainly has contributed to ‘popular discourse’ in Australia.  As 
Yarwood and Knowling (1982: 221) argue, it has been “massively influential”.  
The conservative42 leaning of The Bulletin makes it both a useful and limiting 
source for textual analysis.  It is certainly a rich source for references to white 
Australian identity and immigration, but the range of arguments presented is 
sometimes limited.  While its editors and contributors have had agendas of 
their own, The Bulletin has contained some reasonably diverse content.  
Walker (1976: 96) argues that this diversity originally came from the fact that 
“the Bulletin was largely written by its readers”.  At times The Bulletin has 
accepted and published submissions in a variety of forms.  Its readers have 
contributed much of its content and as such there has been a large number of 
regular contributors.  David Carter and Gillian Whitlock (1989: 115) argue that 
The Bulletin “addressed an implied audience capable of appreciating a wide 
range of subject matter – from the extended political analyses to the gossip, 
to the racist one-liners – and [was] capable of entertaining a wide range of 
attitudes, from political outrage to cheeky irreverence” (emphasis in original).  
Further emphasising this point they comment,  
the magazine could appeal to a wide audience – radicals and 
moderates, professionals and workers, town dwellers and bush 
people – including those readers who would not necessarily agree 
with its editorial line.  We need to keep in mind that the appeal 
was broad [and] that it was heterogeneous.  (Carter and Whitlock 
1989: 117)  
The diversity of opinions expressed in The Bulletin was probably at its peak in 
the early decades of the twentieth century when its readers did contribute 
much of its content.  However, as will become evident, even in the 1970s and 
1980s a range of views were published.  It is important to note, also, that The 
Bulletin has changed in content, appearance, and political values over the 
years.  The most significant point of change occurred in 1960 when the 
Packer-owned, Australian Consolidated Press purchased The Bulletin and 
merged it with the Observer, retaining the former title.  However, while it no 
 
42 While The Bulletin has been considered radical, progressive, and bohemian, among other 
things (see White 1981: 85-109), by today’s standards the explicit racism that formed the 
basis for most of these other leanings would be considered conservative.  
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longer displays the “radical nationalism” (Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 179) it 
did under it original editor, JF Archibald, it has evolved into a quite politically 
conservative but forthright publication.  It is a fertile source for commentary 
on immigration and national identity. 
Articles from The Bulletin that make reference to immigration and national 
identity comprise the primary source for analysis in both of the chapters (4 
and 6) that examine whiteness in popular discourse.  In both of these 
chapters I analyse articles that refer to immigration and/or Australian identity.  
There was very little opposition to the principles of the White Australia Policy 
in The Bulletin in the early decades of the twentieth century.  In Chapter 4 I 
select articles simply on the basis of a referral to immigration or national 
identity.  Discussion is then focused on analysis of twenty-four articles of 
various types all of which refer to issues of immigration and/or national 
identity.  In Chapter 6 (which analyses popular discourse of Multiculturalism), 
I also select articles that refer to immigration and/or Australian identity.  
However, I limit my focus to those that refer to immigration or ethnic/cultural 
diversity and/or use Multiculturalism’s language of acceptance and tolerance.  
This allows articles supportive and critical of Multiculturalism to be examined.  
I have selected and analysed twenty-one articles in this category, spanning 
the period 1975-1988.  These articles provide the opportunity to analyse the 
exercise of governmental power in the popular discourse of Multiculturalism. 
2.2.5 Discourse analysis 
“Doesn’t the telling of something always become a story?” 
“…We don’t want any invention.  We want the ‘straight facts’, as 
you say in English.” 
“Isn’t telling about something – using words, English or Japanese – 
already something of an invention? Isn’t looking upon this world 
already something of an invention?” 
“Uh…” 
“The world isn’t just the way it is.  It is how we understand it, no? 
And in understanding something, we bring something to it, no? 
Doesn’t that make life a story?” (Martel 2001: 302) 
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As discussed above, genealogy is used to investigate how whiteness came to 
be normal in contemporary Australia.  I have identified two regimes of truth 
and discursive moments in which discourses of immigration and national 
identity are very different.  Genealogy proceeds from the understanding that 
power is exercised through discourse, and that therefore, meaning is 
produced rather than discovered.  That is, I proceed from the position that 
representation effects meaning.  Therefore, I examine the representation of 
whiteness, immigration, national identity, and so on, by using particular 
techniques of discourse analysis.  Examining official and popular discourse 
during the periods of the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism requires 
analysing a great variety of texts, from policy documents to magazine articles.  
To do so thoroughly requires a systematic methodology designed to analyse 
texts and the discourses to which they contribute.  I chose discourse analysis 
for this purpose, and introduce key elements in this section. 
Following the understanding of power that genealogy relies upon, language is 
considered to produce the meaning of phenomena rather than just a tool 
used to transmit information, ‘discover’, or explain phenomena (see Bleiker 
2001; Gee 1999; Lee 1992; Sax 1990).  Language represents things, and 
there is necessarily a gap between representations and what they (seek to) 
represent.  Language, therefore, affects our understanding of what is 
represented and thus ‘produces’ the subject of the representation as a 
particular (type of) thing (see Bleiker 2001: 511-5, Foucault 1998). Our 
knowledge is mediated by language (see Gee 1999) and thus our reality is 
constituted through discourse (Coyle 1995: 244).  Further, what we know and 
believe can effect what we do.  Discursive power tends to affect our 
behaviour by producing us as particular types of subjects located within a 
range of unequal relationships.  Understanding that we only have access to 
‘reality’ through language, I analyse texts that contribute to particular 
discourses to explore the ways that language has effected the meaning of 
(and therefore ‘access to’) whiteness. 
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Jennifer Milliken (1999) provides a useful account of discourse analysis and 
some of its techniques.  Milliken argues that discourse analysis subscribes to 
three identifiable theoretical commitments.  The first is that discourses 
construct and allocate meanings.  The second is that discourses are 
productive, (re)producing the things they define.  The third is that discourses 
effect the ways practices are implemented and legitimated.   
Miliken’s first point is that discourses construct meanings; knowledge is 
mediated through language.  So, ‘things’ do not have meaning, discourse 
provides them with meaning.  As Bleiker (2001: 512) argues, “political reality 
does not exist in an a priori way.  It comes into being only through the 
process of representation”.  ‘Things’ gain their meaning through our 
engagement with representations of them.  This understanding of language 
allows techniques of discourse analysis to be employed within a genealogical 
study; it conforms to the interpretative and strategic feature of genealogy.  
The meaning of an event cannot “be reduced to the event itself”, thus 
representation “is a process through which we organise our understanding of 
reality” (Bleiker 2001: 512).  Language is the dominant mode of 
representation – even images are understood and discussed in words.  
Discourses are systems of signs; these structures of signification allocate 
meanings to things.  This is how realities are constructed.  Throughout this 
dissertation I look for the ways that particular meanings have been attached 
to whiteness by examining texts that contribute to particular discourses of 
immigration and national identity.  Consistent with the understanding of 
power that underpins genealogy the analysis in this thesis is based on the 
assumption that whiteness does not have any meaning prior to language.  I 
explore the ‘truth’ of whiteness by analysing (as events) various textual 
representations of whiteness, otherness, and what it means to be white in 
Australia.   
 
The second theoretical commitment of discourse analysis, according to 
Milliken, is that discourses are productive.  This is a commitment to 
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understanding that discourses function to (re)produce particular things as 
particular types of things with particular attributes. “Discourse is, says 
Foucault, a practice we impose on things.  ‘It does not work hand in glove 
with what we already know’, rather it produces the things of which it speaks” 
(Foucault cited in Threadgold 2000: 48 – emphasis in original).  Therefore, I 
am attentive to the particular attributes that are discursively attached to 
whiteness in order to understand the meaning of whiteness that is produced 
in the particular discourses analysed. 
 
The third theoretical commitment of discourse analysis Milliken identifies is 
the need to study dominant discourses (and regimes of truth), particularly the 
ways that they structure meaning.  The implementation and legitimisation of 
practices is clearly connected to the structuring of meaning.  This is consistent 
with Foucault’s (1978: 102) argument that  
we must question [discourses] on the two levels of their tactical 
productivity (what reciprocal effects of power and knowledge they 
ensure) and their strategical integration (what conjunction and 
what force relationship make their utilization necessary in a given 
episode of the various confrontations that occur).   
This commitment requires dominant discourses to be understood as unstable, 
and as having to function to reproduce the dominant understandings that 
they rely upon.  Foucault (1978: 101) argued that  
discourse can be both an instrument of power, but also a 
hindrance, a stumbling-block, a point of resistance and a starting 
point for an opposing strategy.  Discourse transmits and produces 
power; it reinforces it, but also undermines and exposes it, renders 
it fragile and makes it possible to thwart it.   
Discourses are historically contingent and changeable.  Therefore, following a 
genealogical approach I look at two different regimes of truth associated with 
two different dominant discourses.  I examine how these discourses produce, 
as well as rely upon, particular understandings of whiteness. 
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To be effective a discourse analysis needs to examine the contingency of the 
order that a dominant discourse creates.  That is, the analysis must consider 
how discourse works to reproduce its effects.  Genealogy is an excellent 
methodology to this end.  Genealogy creates the possibility of understanding 
contemporary discursive practices as contingent by examining past discursive 
practices.  These practices are not understood as following a linear 
progression, but as a discontinuous series that can be traced through 
ruptures, dramatic changes in discursive objects, relations, and 
operationalisation.  Foucault (1991a: 58-59) argues that history should not be 
considered as a checklist of innovations, but rather as an analysis of 
transformations effected.     
By employing these theoretical commitments I am able to identify how 
particular meanings are attached to whiteness.  By employing the 
genealogical methodology to understand how dominant discourses structure 
meaning, the ways this is connected to the implementation and legitimisation 
of practices, and how discursive power has operated at particular points, I am 
able to produce an account of how whiteness has emerged as normal.  
Particular techniques of discourse analysis: metaphor analysis
I employ several specific techniques of discourse analysis as I examine the 
various sets of texts that inform each of the four final chapters of this 
dissertation.  I focus here mainly on metaphor analysis as it is the most 
significant specific technique deployed in this dissertation.  Metaphor analysis 
recognises that power is exercised through discourse; it is a useful way of 
examining how representations of things effect the meanings of those things.  
It acknowledges that we can only access the reality of whiteness through 
language and representations of whiteness (and otherness); it allows 
representations of whiteness to be analysed to examine how we have access 
to knowledge of whiteness, and therefore, what whiteness means.  Metaphor 
analysis also demonstrates all three of Milliken’s theoretical commitments of 
discourse analysis discussed above.  It relies on an understanding that 
discourses allocate meanings to things, that discourses produce the things 
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represented, and that discourses effect practices in relation to those things.  
This technique of discourse analysis also allows me to examine how 
discourses operate to reproduce their effects.  
 
Metaphor is the very nature of language (Nietzsche 1982) and it is “central to 
any adequate account of language” (Johnson 1981: 3).  It “intensifies 
language’s characteristic activity” (Hawkes 1972: 90) and should not be 
understood as just a poetic flourish, but rather as characteristic of language 
itself.  Metaphor is crucial to the structuring of thought.   
Metaphor may be “typically viewed as a characteristic of language alone, a 
matter of words rather than thought or action” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3).  
However, the “concepts that govern our thought are not just matters of the 
intellect.  They also govern our everyday functioning down to the most 
mundane levels" (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3).  Although Lakoff and Johnson 
do not claim this, the way that concepts ‘govern’ our behaviour should be 
understood according to a Foucauldian analysis of government.  To argue 
otherwise is to assume a completely rational and autonomous agent who is 
disconnected from power, and the discourses through which it operates and 
constructs meaning.  Human subjects may not always ‘choose’ particular 
behaviours, therefore, it cannot be said that we always behave consistent 
with particular understandings – the play of power and resistance should be 
acknowledged. 
Metaphor equates what is unequal.  It explains one thing according to the 
properties of a different (unequal) thing.  Metaphors structure concepts, or as 
Lee (1992: 66) puts it, “our world is structured through the relationships that 
we establish between different situations, through our perceptions of 
similarity”.  As Nietzsche said: “Every concept originates through our equating 
what is unequal” (Nietzsche 1982: 46).   
The productive capacity of metaphor comes from inducing similarities rather 
than necessarily being based on similarities (Johnson 1981: 25).  Metaphor 
allows us to talk of one thing (a new thing) in terms of another thing.  There 
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may be some similarities in this relationship.  However, regardless of how 
similar the source domain and the target domain are, when they are spoken 
of, and thought of in the same way, similarities are produced.  Richards 
(1981: 51) argues that metaphor is fundamentally “a borrowing between and 
intercourse of thoughts, a transaction between contexts” (emphasis in 
original).  This process both recognises and produces similarities, and 
therefore, produces particular meanings that are consistent with a particular 
metaphorical relationship.   
Not only do metaphors allow us to achieve particular understandings of 
things, but they also hinder us from being able to conceive of a thing in ways 
that are inconsistent with the specific metaphorical relationship.  In their 
seminal text, Metaphors We Live By, Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 10) argue:  
The very systematicity that allows us to comprehend one aspect of 
a concept in terms of another…will necessarily hide other aspects.  
…a metaphorical concept can keep us from focussing on other 
aspects of the concept that are inconsistent with that metaphor.   
Therefore, the deployment43 of a metaphor produces a particular meaning, 
which has the necessary effect of limiting the possibilities of understanding a 
particular thing in a different way.   
Lakoff and Johnson (1981: 300) further argue that “[t]he most fundamental 
values in a culture will be coherent with the metaphorical structure of the 
most fundamental concepts in the culture”.  One of the most fundamental 
values of Australian culture under the regime of truth identified by the 
dominance of the discourses of the White Australia Policy was racial purity44.
This was consistent with – and produced by – the metaphorical structure of 
 
43 I used the word ‘deployed’ in reference to the use of structuring metaphors.  It is important 
to note that I use this term in a Foucauldian sense – I see this deployment as “intentional 
and nonsubjective” (1978: 94).  It is intentional because of the effects of this linguistic device 
but not subjective as no individual responsibility can be posited regarding its deployment; 
while there is a “series of aims and objectives” it does not result “from the choice or decision 
of an individual subject” (1978: 95). 
44 The concept of racial purity is associated with the scientific myth of race, the scientific 
validity of which “was found to be erroneous” (Banton 2000: 62).  However, the concept has 
retained some usefulness in sociological/political discourses.  The concept of the white race 
was deployed in The Bulletin as a concept grounded in biological/scientific truth.  For 
discussion of the fundamental value of racial purity during the White Australia Policy see: Ang 
2003:58; Markus 2003: 176; Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 187, 225. 
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the notion that a pedigree animal is more valuable than a mongrel.45 Such 
metaphors are amongst those discursive formulations that are identified and 
analysed throughout this dissertation as having profound effects on the 
production and meaning of whiteness in Australia.   
Some concepts produced by metaphorical transference become so familiar 
that we forget that they are metaphors, and they become truths.  Truths 
emerge historically as the results of metaphoric transference (Nietzsche 1982) 
when the metaphoric transfer is forgotten.  This is an important political 
phenomenon because metaphor “involves, quite literally, the creation of a 
‘new’ reality” (Hawkes 1972: 90) through allowing us to understand new 
things.  When something’s metaphorical nature is forgotten the inherent 
political content then, is lost and we “lie according to a fixed 
convention…herd-like in a style that is obligatory for all” (Nietzsche 1982: 47). 
An interesting example of the effects of metaphor is the use of the word 
‘white’ to describe white people (cf Dyer 1997).  White primarily refers to a 
colour.  White people are not actually white (“neither literally nor 
symbolically…not the colour of snow…nor…uniquely virtuous and pure” (Dyer 
1997: 42)).  The fact that white people are described as white rather than 
pink or beige or some other colour is important.  The use of white to describe 
particular people is metaphorical because knowledge is taken from one 
domain (colours, art, the visible spectrum of light) and applied to this other 
domain (people and race).  Importantly, this metaphor has become so 
familiar that its metaphorical nature is often overlooked.   
Whiteness also functions as a norm and this allows it to appear neutral.  
However, if we analyse whiteness as a metaphor we can see that in the 
spectrum of colours whiteness is also neutral.  In fact, science tells us that 
whiteness is no colour at all, it is the absence of colour; norms tell us that 
whiteness is no race, it is the absence of race.  By designating some people 
‘white’ it is very easy for these people to be seen as ‘just people’ while others, 
people ‘of colour’, are understood as raced and different to the norm.  
 
45 A thorough identification and analysis of the ‘mongrel metaphor’ is performed in Chapter 4. 
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Further, if we examine the relation between a group of people being called 
white and the symbolic connotations of whiteness, we can see that it is easy 
for racial whiteness to become associated with the “basic symbolic 
connotation…white = good and black = bad” (Dyer 1997: 58). 
White people are no more racially ‘neutral’ (or unraced) than any other people 
In fact, if race is to have any coherent meaning no person or people can be 
neutral or without race.  Therefore, if we examine the familiar association of 
white with people as a metaphor we can gain useful analytical insight into the 
politics of race.  Metaphors allow us to understand things.  Yet, it is important 
to consider the political implications of transposing knowledge from one 
domain to another.  Metaphors, and the truths they produce, are political 
because they are neither a priori nor a posteriori truths.  They are not derived 
from abstract reasoning or critical observation.  They emerge from the 
fundamentally creative process of linguistic transference from one domain to 
another.  
In terms of my research, I use this approach to perform an analysis of the 
metaphors deployed in various texts concerned with immigration and national 
identity.  I first look for ‘structuring metaphors’ (Lakoff and Johnson 1981: 
295) in the discursive moment of the White Australia Policy (and subsequently 
in the discourses of Multiculturalism), to investigate how patterns of the 
language produced whiteness.  I investigate the ways that metaphors 
constructed whiteness: “utterances are not vehicles that transfer meanings 
from speaker to addressee.  Rather, they interact with a particular set of 
conceptual structures to produce meaning” (Lee 1992: 81 – emphasis in 
original).  Therefore, I am concerned with the way various utterances 
produced whiteness.   
 
The discourse analysis I perform in this dissertation is also sensitive to the 
simultaneously constraining and productive effects of (Foucauldian) 
government.  Analyses of what Foucault called governmental power consider 
the ways in which individuals and populations are governed through their 
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freedom (Rose 1999: 273).  Government, therefore, is understood as the 
‘conduct of conduct’, where the latter is the “manner in which individuals, 
groups and organisations manage their own behaviour” (Dean and Hindess 
1998: 2).  Carol Johnson (1997: 17) summarises the process of 
‘governmentality’ as one in which “government, along with other institutions” 
encourages “the development of self-regulating and self-managing individuals 
of the appropriate kind”.  In this case individuals being ‘of the appropriate 
kind’ is significant.  Knowledge of the appropriate kind is produced by the 
presiding regime of truth.  In the discourses of the White Australia Policy the 
appropriate kind is a racial category and reflects who could contribute to the 
project of populating Australia with white people.  In discourses of 
Multiculturalism human difference is understood as fundamental to the 
population and anyone who could productively contribute to life in Australia is 
considered appropriate.  An analytical appreciation of modes of governmental 
power at work in the discourses and practices that I examine throughout this 
dissertation is particularly useful in Chapters 3 and 5, which focus on the 
official discourses of the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism.   
While analyses of governmental power can be useful when considering 
discourses of the White Australia Policy the power relations operating in that 
context are more profitably understood as relations of domination.  The shift 
from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism brings with it a shift from 
relations of domination to governmental relations.  As “governmental power 
must always work through the behaviour of free persons” (Hindess 1996: 
125) it is much more evident in the context of Multiculturalism where white 
Australians are encouraged to adopt the principles of tolerance and so on, 
and ethnic migrants are welcomed and prompted to take on projects of self-
help.  These relations are examined specifically in Chapter 5.   
 
2.3 Conclusion
This chapter began with a discussion of genealogy, arguing that this method 
is useful and appropriate for a study of the construction of whiteness as 
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normal in contemporary Australia.  I introduced five features of genealogy 
that are key to this thesis: the relationship between power and discourse; the 
relationship between the past and the present; the differences between 
genealogy and traditional history; the strategic and interpretative aspects of 
genealogy; and, genealogy’s concern with events.     
I then discussed how genealogy is applied in this thesis.  Two regimes of 
truth are examined, identified by the White Australia Policy and 
Multiculturalism.  A number of texts are analysed to explore how whiteness is 
represented and produced.  The discourses of the White Australia Policy were 
based on exclusion.  The discourses of Multiculturalism use the language of 
inclusion and encourage tolerance and self-help.  I discussed the rationales 
for choosing particular texts.  Set of texts that contribute to both ‘official’ and 
‘popular’ discourses of immigration and national identity in the contexts of the 
White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism are analysed.   
The final section of the chapter covered discourse analysis and how it can be 
used as a means of applying genealogy, focussing particularly on the 
technique of metaphor analysis.   
Throughout this discussion I have argued that genealogy is a useful method 
to investigate how whiteness has emerged as a norm in Australia, and 
demonstrated that this method can be applied by way of discourse analysis, 
examining how whiteness has been (re)presented in various particular textual 
locations. 
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Chapter 3: Official discourse of the White Australia 
Policy
I had no such worry, having been born into the mainstream, a 
white Protestant - and even Quincy in his septic genius had not 
been able to discover the comic possibilities inherent in our 
characteristics; after all, what characteristics did we possess? 
(DeLillo 1971: 7) 
 
Australia was invaded and colonised by white people with permanent 
‘settlement’ beginning in January 1788.  Many of the first ‘migrants’ to 
Australia were English convicts (Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 39), 
transported to Australia to relieve the burden of housing them in over-
crowded English prisons.  However, in time ‘free settlers’ began to migrate to 
Australia, and by 1851 convicts counted for only 1.5 per cent of the white 
population of the colony of New South Wales (White 1981: 29).  For many 
years migrants to Australia were almost exclusively from the British Isles.  
However, there was some diversity already present in the population that 
should not be overlooked.  While the original inhabitants of the island 
continent were ignored (Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 36-7) or exterminated 
(Grimshaw et al 1994: 135-7) it is estimated that around 250 distinct 
languages and approximately 500 dialects were spoken in Australia before 
colonisation (Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Studies 1994).  This is an indication of the rich diversity among the 
Indigenous Australians.  However, the diversity among the first British to 
arrive should also not be overlooked.  There were Catholics and Protestants, 
convicts and soldiers, English, Irish, and Scottish among the first white people 
in Australia (see McConnochie 1988: 67).  However, they were (almost) all 
white and an (imagined) racial homogeneity bound them.   
Gradually others began to see opportunities in Australia and the Victorian gold 
rushes, in particular, attracted a diverse range of migrants.  Tensions on the 
gold fields grew, and a movement to exclude Chinese from the Australian 
colonies developed (Rubenstein 2003: 149).  The scope of this movement 
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rapidly expanded, seeking the exclusion of all ‘non-white’ people from the 
shores of Australia.  Thus the ‘White Australia Policy’ was born.  
Legislation was enacted in the colonies to implement the desire to exclude 
non-white migrants.  Around the same time a movement to federate the 
colonies also developed.  The White Australia Policy both motivated this 
movement and profited from it.  The federation of the Australian colonies in 
1901 allowed the White Australia Policy to be implemented through uniform 
legislation applied to the entire continent.  The most significant legislative 
component of the White Australia Policy was the Immigration Restriction Act 
190146 (the Act), which was designed to restrict immigration to those who 
were deemed suitable immigrants.  Suitable immigrants were white people, 
and specifically, British subjects from the British Isles.  However, two other 
statutes were also important: the Pacific Islanders Labourers Act, which 
sought to remove Kanaka (South Pacific Islander) labour from the cane fields 
of North Queensland, and the Post and Telegraph Act, which banned non-
white labour from transporting Australian mail.     
 
This chapter has two main parts.  The first (3.1) is a background to the White 
Australia Policy in which I elaborate in more detail on the White Australia 
Policy and its context, focusing mainly on the period from 1901 to the 1920s.  
The second part (3.2) provides the substantive analysis of the chapter and 
has three sections.  The first section (3.2.1) deals with the intent of the Act 
and of the Dictation Test (the Test), which was applied to non-white 
migrants.  The Test allowed immigration officers, at their discretion, to require 
any potential migrant to sit a dictation test of fifty words in any European 
language.  Should the potential migrant fail this test they would be refused 
entry into Australia.  The second section (3.2.2) focuses on the instructions 
that were given to Government Officers47, which allowed them to apply the 
 
46 This Act is attached as the Appendix. 
47 According to Section 2 of the Act, ‘Officer’ “means any officer appointed under this Act or 
any Officer of Customs” – see Appendix. 
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Test according to the White Australia Policy.  Analysis of these instructions 
demonstrates that a shared understanding of whiteness was assumed, that 
whiteness was treated as a given.  The third section (3.2.3) discusses how 
the Test was operationalised, including how Officers carried out their 
instructions, and the treatment of different ‘types’ of migrants.   
 
Whiteness was a “hazy” (Dutton 2002: 27) notion in the period of the White 
Australia Policy, there was no unanimous or explicit definition of what 
whiteness meant.  Nonetheless, many discursive formulations assumed a 
shared understanding of whiteness.  Whiteness was not often questioned,48 
while colouredness was measured, tested, and enquired into.  In this way 
non-whiteness was produced as a threat. 
The White Australia Policy welcomed whiteness with little or no question.  
Resources were committed to excluding non-whites from Australia.  This 
exclusionary relationship positioned whiteness as an imperative while non-
whiteness was constituted as threatening, dangerous, iniquitous, and 
undesirable.  These exclusionary power relations contributed to white people 
becoming dominant.  Nikolas Rose (1999: 4) captures the sense in which 
white people dominated the excluded other, when he says, to “dominate is to 
ignore or attempt to crush the capacity for action of the dominated”.  By 
completely, and wherever possible, excluding non-white people from Australia 
the ‘capacity for action’ of non-white people in Australia was very limited.   
 
48 Referring to the domain of tropical medicine, Alison Bashford argues that the white man 
was, unusually, taken as the subject of study in Australia.  She says, tropical medicine “is a 
site which strangely reversed the more usual gendered and raced dynamics of modern 
Western medico-scientific research.  Rather than studying the black body it studied the white 
body…rather than pathologizing women, it pathologized men” (Bashford 2000: 249).  She 
goes on to state, “that in Australia the emphasis was overwhelmingly on white people, and 
whiteness” (Bashford 2000: 250); again a position with which I concur and to which the 
evidence and analysis contained herein attests.  However, while white men were examined, 
the general desirability of whiteness was never questioned. 
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3.1 Background to the White Australia Policy
I start from the assumption that Indigenous Australians should be considered 
inhabitants rather than immigrants (based on evidence that they have 
inhabited Australia for more than 50000 years prior to white invasion and 
occupation (Blainey 1994: 4)).  How whiteness has been produced in relation 
to Indigenous Australians and the colonial experience is fundamental to 
considering whiteness in Australia.  This relationship has been analysed in 
detail in other works (for example, Moreton-Robinson 2000).  As my focus is 
on immigration and national identity there will not be much direct discussion 
of the relationships between whiteness and Aboriginal Australia (for an 
introduction to these relationships see Yarwood and Knowling 1982; also: 
Attwood 2003, 1996, 1989; Attwood and Markus 1999; Kidd 1997; Reynolds 
1995, 1990, 1987).  It should be noted that many immigration policies 
(particularly assimilation and integration) have been paralleled in 
governments’ dealings with Indigenous Australians (see Yarwood and 
Knowling 1982: 266; White 1981: 160, 168). 
The initial invasion and ‘settlement’ of Australia was driven by the need for 
England to transport convicts (Younger 1982: 51; Shaw 1970: 41; Barnard 
1962: 27-3349).  The first ‘migrants’ to Australia were primarily convicts, 
criminals from the British Isles (predominantly Britain, Scotland, Ireland, very 
few Welsh), and administrators from the same region.  However, this 
common version is only part of the story.  Many of the influential histories of 
Australia (for example, Clark 1996) which inform school curricula, permeate 
popular consciousness, and effect our identities (through the reiteration of 
these stories in folk-lore, movies, literature, art, etc.) neglect to mention that 
there was diversity among the non-Aboriginal population of Australia from the 
earliest days of British colonisation (McConnochie 1988: 67).  The dominant 
narrative might lead us to believe that the first ‘migrants’ were homogeneous, 
white, British people, the only differences between them being whether they 
 
49 Marjorie Barnard (1962) mentions several other potential reasons for British settlement in 
Australia, however, the transportation of convicts was the one that finally motivated the 
colonisation of the continent. 
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were convicted criminals or not.  However, it is well documented (see: Seitz 
1993: 34; McConnochie 1988: 67; Grassby 1984: 2, 51-3) that there were 
people of a range of ethnic and national origins on board the First Fleet and 
amongst the landing party that claimed Australia for the British Crown.  The 
First Fleet “brought not only English but also German soldiers, as well as 
sailors from every continent and convicts who included West Indian blacks 
and people of a dozen other ethnic backgrounds” (Grassby 1984: 2).  In fact, 
Al Grassby (2001: 27) recently argued that “the convicts were made up of 27 
ethnicities and that 10% at least were black”.  However, while there was 
some diversity amongst these first settlers, they were predominantly white 
and British.  The settlement of Australia did not foster cultural pluralism, and 
for Indigenous Australians, colonisation brought about absorption and 
elimination (Atchison 1993: 12), struggle and survival.   
A (mythical) notion of the racial homogeneity of Australia due to the 
population’s common British ‘stock’ (de Garis 1974: 255) continues to 
permeate Australia's consciousness50. While Australia could be considered a 
society dominated by migrants of British descent, there is a tendency to 
overlook the presence of immigrants from a range of countries long before 
the ethnically diverse influx of post-war immigration (Schauble 1990: 74).  
Accepting the story of a “homogenous culture erases the processes of 
assimilation, resistance and persistent difference” (Cochrane 1994: 2) that 
were active from the first days of immigration.     
Curthoys (1999: 1) refers to two different stories about the British 
colonisation of Australia; there is a ‘positive’ story, which posits the 
introduction of ‘advanced’ European civilisation.  Political, social, cultural, and 
economic development was introduced to a place where it was previously 
absent.  This ‘positive’ view is contested with the ‘negative’ view that offers 
 
50 The statistic that Australia is 98% British (see Grassby 1984) by birth or descent has often 
been used to propagate the notion of racial homogeneity in Australia.  When Al Grassby 
(1984) questioned this figure it was explained that the number was “calculated by including 
everyone born in Australia, or who was a naturalised citizen, or who had come from any of 
the thirty-three countries of the then British Commonwealth of Nations”.  Once explained, this 
statistic is clearly questionable, given that a newly naturalised Iraqi immigrant (for example) 
would have been counted as British to calculate this figure. 
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“an alternative and profoundly discomforting story of invasion, colonisation, 
dispossession, exploitation, institutionalisation, and attempted genocide” 
(Curthoys 1999: 1).51 
A short time after the first convicts were transported to Australia free white 
‘settlers’ began to emigrate from the British Isles.  The first arrived in 1793 
(Barnard 1962: 579), with more in 1802-3.  With the notable exception of the 
Victorian gold rushes of the 1850s52, Australia was being populated 
predominately by people from the British Isles.  While there is evidence of at 
least some ethnic/cultural diversity, the overwhelming proportion of migration 
to pre-federation Australia was from the British Isles (Jackson 1988: 11). 
 
In 1901 the six British colonies in Australia federated to form the 
Commonwealth of Australia.  Before federation the Australian colonies were 
governed independently of one another.  There is some debate about what 
motivated the six Australian colonies to federate.  Some argue that defence 
and labour issues were significant (Barnard 1962).  There is also an argument 
that the wealth found in the gold fields and subsequent development of road 
and rail transportation networks and telegraphic communication had already 
brought the separate colonies together as one (Ward 1970: 112).  However, 
several authors argue that the ‘threat’ of non-European immigration was also 
a strong motive for federation (Younger 1982: 420; Palfreeman 1974: 344-
345). 
The White Australia Policy clearly began to develop prior to federation.  
During the Victorian Gold Rushes of the 1850s there was significant 
immigration from China (McConnochie 1988: 73).  The Victorian Colonial 
Government quickly passed legislation aimed at preventing the arrival of 
 
51 For an introduction to the contest over the past, or ‘history wars’, see, for example: 
Macintyre and Clarke 2003, Manne (ed) 2003, Windshuttle 2002, Reynolds 1995.  
52 During the Gold Rushes a number of Chinese and other immigrants arrived in Victoria.  In 
“1859, Chinese made up more than 12% of Victoria’s population and almost 20% of men in 
that colony” (McConnochie 1988: 73).  Others including Americans, Italians, Irish, Germans, 
and Poles (Grassby 1984) also came to seek gold, but in lesser numbers (and they were less 
visible) than the Chinese.  
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Chinese immigrants.  The first anti-Chinese legislation was passed in 1855 
(Jayasuriya, Walker et al 2003: 201) and imposed a tax of ten pounds on 
each Chinese person who arrived in the colony.  In 1857 South Australia 
followed suit (Galligan and Roberts 2004: 51), as did New South Wales in 
1861, Queensland in 1877 (Jayasuriya, Walker et al 2003: 201), and Western 
Australia in 1886.  An inter-colonial conference in 1887 decided to extend the 
restriction of Chinese immigrants to all non-Europeans.  However, there was a 
strong feeling amongst federalists that the ‘problem’ of non-white immigration 
could only be dealt with if the colonies united and acted as one to prevent 
non-white immigration.  Consistent legislation to govern the whole continent 
was considered the most effective way to deal with the issue of immigration 
but this could not emerge until Australia became a nation.   
The White Australia Policy53 motivated the federation of the Australian 
colonies.  What motivated the White Australia Policy?54 There is also debate 
about this question.    Barnard (1962: 445) recognises that some argued for a 
White Australia for eugenic reasons while others objected to the threat non-
white immigration posed to the Australian standard of living (see Prime 
Minister Barton, CPD, 1901: 5492).  For example, it was argued that the 
presence of ‘lower races’ in Australia could only degrade the population as a 
whole, and the establishment of a society of masters and servants would 
prevent the development of the egalitarian society that Australia was destined 
to become.   
Records of the debates in Australia’s first federal parliament in 1901 provide a 
clear picture of the motivation for the White Australia Policy.  The 
Immigration Restriction Bill aimed at enacting uniform restrictions upon the 
entry of non-white immigrants to any part of Australia.  There was much 
discussion of the labour issues at stake – namely that white workers, 
requiring a white standard of living, could not compete with cheap ‘coloured’ 
 
53 Jayasuriya, L., D. Walker, et al. (2003) provide a range of reflections on the development 
of and enduring ‘legacies’ of the White Australia Policy.  
54 For a more thorough treatment of this question see Willard (1967), particularly Chapter 10, 
‘The reasons which actuated the makers of the White Australia Policy’. 
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labour.  However, Australia’s first Prime Minister, Edmund Barton, summed up 
the primary motivation for the White Australia Policy when he said, “while 
there may be sympathy for the labour aspect of the question, I have yet to 
say that there are grounds even more conclusive than those of labour for the 
prevention of this kind of immigration” (CPD 1901: 3503).  He meant the 
threat to the purity of Australia’s racial stock and the “preservation of a 
British-Australian nationality” (Willard 1967: 189), which displayed the belief 
in white supremacy that Yarwood and Knowling (1982: 225) argue was “basic 
to the thinking of Australian[s]”.  Social Darwinist notions of racial hierarchy 
dominated thought on race and difference (Grimshaw et al 1994: 179; 
Yarwoord and Knowling 1982: 235; White 1981: 69).  The lower down the 
racial hierarchy one was placed, the less human s/he was considered.  This is 
the regime of truth that sets the context of the White Australia Policy. 
Attesting to the significance of the desire for a White Australia, the 
Immigration Restriction Bill was one of the first Bills that the new federal 
parliament debated in 1901.  The Immigration Restriction Act was the first 
significant piece of legislation (Younger 1982: 434), the first piece of policy 
(Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 233), and the first Act passed by the first 
federal parliament in 1901 (McMaster 2002: 279).  Crawford (1979: 143) 
argues that the parliamentary debate surrounding this Act was the most 
significant debate of the first Australian federal parliament.  However, the 
debate at the time centred on the administration embodied in the Bill.  
Objection to the idea of a White Australia was insignificant55, white racial 
purity was a goal that went virtually unquestioned in parliament.  The only 
opposition to the ideal of a White Australia came from a few landholders of 
Northern Queensland who argued that cheap Kanaka labour was better suited 
to working in the tropical cane fields (for example Mr Knox, CPD 1901: 4654).  
 
55 There was the occasional dissenting voice. However, debate about the premise of a white 
Australia was so limited that David Walker (2003: 34) describes the arguments made by 
Bruce Smith as “the only sustained critique of the White Australia policy brought before 
federal parliament”.  See also Barnard (1962: 467), who argues that aside from some 
planters who wanted cheap labour above all else, all sections of the community desired a 
white Australia. 
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While the principle of White Australia went largely unquestioned, there was 
objection to the method proposed to exclude non-white people from Australia.  
Some thought the exclusion of non-white migrants should be clearly spelt out, 
and felt frustrated by the literacy test that was proposed in the Immigration 
Restriction Bill, describing it as an underhanded mechanism (Younger 1982: 
434).  The leader of the Labor Party, John Watson, suggested an amendment 
to the proposed Act that would make the prohibition of non-white immigration 
explicit.  Labor MP Billy Hughes, was among those who supported Watson 
and wished to be explicit about the intent of the Act. Hughes argued that the 
parliament should not be concerned about offending Japan or embarrassing 
Britain, and said “the only possible and sure way of getting [a White Australia 
was] by absolutely prohibiting the introduction of undesirable aliens” (CPD 
1901: 4852).  Sir William McMillan (CPD 1901: 4626) told the parliament that 
the proposed Act “seeks to do in a crooked and indirect way what we ought 
to do straightforwardly and honestly”.  Others expressed concern about the 
application and effectiveness of the proposed literacy test (CPD 1901: 3504, 
4639).   
However, all Acts of the Australian parliament required Royal Assent from 
Britain before they could become law, and Britain required Australian law to 
appear non-discriminatory to protect its economic and strategic interests in 
Asia (CPD 1901: 3500).  Britain’s relationship with Japan was of particular 
concern as negotiations for the Anglo-Japanese Alliance had begun (Yarwood 
and Knowling 1982: 235).   Therefore, under instruction from Britain, Prime 
Minister Barton and his Attorney-General, Alfred Deakin, decided on an 
‘education test’ as a way of restricting the entry of ‘undesirable’ immigrants to 
Australia.  They argued that a requirement for literacy would not appear to be 
discriminatory (CPD 1901: 3502).  Literacy was to be tested by dictation, 
which was based on the Natal Act56. The key to the operation of the 
proposed Immigration Restriction Act was to ensure that the Dictation Test 
was applied in a fashion that made it impossible to pass and to ensure that 
 
56 See Appendix, s.3. 
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immigration officers knew that they were only to apply it to those immigrants 
who were deemed undesirable (CPD 1901: 3502).  Thus all non-white 
immigrants would be required to sit the Dictation Test, would fail and be 
excluded, while prospective white immigrants were not to be Tested.   
Although some continued to argue that the ‘literacy’ test was underhanded 
the issue was felt to be so pressing that the measure proposed by the Barton 
government was adopted – some action, however dubious, was felt to be 
better than none on this ‘urgent’ matter.  If the literacy test should fail to 
keep Australia white, parliament was determined not to “rest upon failure, but 
march forward to success” (CPD 1901: 3502), or do whatever was necessary 
to exclude non-white people from Australia.   
The Immigration Restriction Act received Royal Assent from Lord Hopetoun, 
on 23 December 1901.  Regardless of the parliamentary debate, Barton’s 
government enjoyed wide support when it demanded non-white migrants 
pass a test before they could land in Australia.  The adoption of legislation to 
support the White Australia Policy marks a very important moment in 
Australia's history.  The exclusionary relations that were developed between 
the white Australian subject and the non-white other were also apparent in 
Australia’s new Constitution, which was adopted shortly before the Act. The 
Constitution excluded Indigenous Australians from citizenship (Macintyre 
1993: 79), including being counted in the census and accessing 
Commonwealth pensions and other benefits.  Therefore, it was not only the 
non-white other from outside that was excluded from participating in and 
benefiting from Australian life but also the internal other, the Indigenous 
Australian.  
 
In the early decades of the 20th century Australia was culturally very British.  
School children sang ‘God Save the King’ and saluted the Union Jack, they 
were taught British history and geography.  “The symbols of loyalty in 
Australia were British, not Australian” (Crowley 1974: 262).  The King of 
England was Australia’s Head of State; laws had to receive Royal Assent; 
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Australia had no foreign policy, no defence forces, and no national anthem.  
The official British symbolism operating in Australia was slow to vanish.  
Before 1949 nobody could be an Australian citizen – there was no Australian 
citizenship.  It was not until after 1959 that anyone could legally record 
themselves as an Australian in the census (before that they were considered 
British).  Before 1973 there were no Australian passports and Australia had no 
national anthem until 1984! All this attests to the (British) whiteness of early, 
and not so early, White Australia. 
 
3.2 The Act and the Test
As suggested above, the Act was the legal cornerstone of the White Australia 
Policy and the Test was its main procedural mechanism.  The Test provided a 
legal means through which some immigrants (those considered to be 
‘undesirable’) could be declared ‘prohibited immigrants’ and thus be excluded 
from Australia57. The Test was, technically, an education or literacy test.  It 
was administered by ‘Officers’.  Officers were defined by section 2 of the Act 
as any officer appointed under the Act or any customs officer58. Under the 
Act and the White Australia Policy an Officer would require an undesirable 
immigrant to write out, at dictation, a passage of fifty words.  This was 
originally to be a passage in English59 but the Bill was quickly amended so the 
undesirable immigrant could be asked to sit the Test in any European 
language60. The Immigration Restriction Amendment Act, 1905, allowed 
Officers to apply the Test in ‘any prescribed language’61. No languages were 
prescribed, which meant that Officers could select languages authorised by 
 
57 See Appendix, s.3. 
58 See Appendix. 
59 PM Barton details this in his opening speech after the Second Reading of the Immigration 
Restriction Bill (CPD 1901: 3498). 
60 Section 3, paragraph (a) of the Act – see Appendix – it was amended again to allow for 
testing in any language, Immigration Restriction Act, 1905.
61 This amendment was made largely to avoid causing undue offence to non-European 
nations, particularly Japan as it was dealing closely with Britain at the time.  However, any 
actual change in application was avoided by not prescribing any languages. 
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the Act – any European language.  A circular from the Department of Home 
and Territories, 13 April 1922, explains that: 
It was never intended that one particular European language 
should be laid down for test purposes.  It is the practice to use the 
English language where such is considered effective (i.e. where an 
officer has reason to believe that the immigrant cannot pass it).  If 
necessary, an officer arranges for the test to be put in some other 
European language.  The choice lies with the officer not with the 
immigrant.  (NAA: A458/1, 156/1 Part 2)  
The Test rapidly became a very effective means of exclusion.  According to 
York (1992) and official record (NAA: 458/1, P156/1 PART 2), in 1902, the 
first year of its operation, thirty-three people passed the Test; only thirteen 
passed in 1903; and aside from 1906, for which records no longer exist, not 
more than three people passed the Test in any year after 1905.  After 1909, 
not one person who was required to sit the Test passed it (York 1992).  A 
memo from the Department of Home and Territories, 13 April 1922, confirms 
York’s (1992) findings.  The Department says: “[i]n the earlier years of 
Federation some immigrants to whom the test was applied in English, passed 
it and were accordingly admitted; but since 1909 no persons to whom the 
Dictation Test has been applied have gained admittance to Australia by 
passing such test” (NAA: A458/1, P156/1 Part 2).  Further, a letter from the 
Prime Minister’s Department to the Australian Natives Association62 (ANA), 
June 1926, provides evidence that the ‘White Australia’ policy was being 
“strictly carried out”, noting that “the census of 1921 shows that the non-
European population in Australia has decreased by over 6,000 since the 
previous census was taken in 1911” (NAA: A1/15, 1936/13639).  As the Prime 
Minister’s Department described it, this was evidence of the effectiveness of 
the Test as a means of pursuing the White Australia Policy and excluding non-
white migrants from Australia.  
 
62 The ANA was a nationalist organisation formed to represent white people born in Australia, 
hence ‘Australian Natives’. 
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3.2.1 The intent of the legislation and the Test 
The Test was designed purely to allow the Act to operate as a legislative 
extension of the White Australia Policy.  Analysing the ways that this was 
explained allows me to demonstrate the relations of domination in which 
whiteness and its other were produced. 
There is a large volume of official correspondence that explains the intent of 
the Act and the Test.  One particularly good example of this correspondence 
is a letter to the General Secretary of the ANA, 6 November 1924, from the 
Prime Minister, in which it was stated that:  
The Dictation Test provisions of the Immigration Act were inserted 
in that measure solely for the purpose of carrying out the ‘White 
Australia’ Policy referred to above.  It was never intended that the 
test should generally be applied to immigrants of European race or 
descent. (NAA: A458/1, P156/1, Part 2) 
When responding to domestic enquiries, there appears to have been little 
hesitation by the Commonwealth Government to confirm that the intent of the 
Act was to keep Australia white.  In a letter to The Hon. Sir Austin Chapman, 
a Federal Member of Parliament, 12 January 1925, Prime Minister Stanley 
Melbourne Bruce explained that: “The Dictation Test provisions of the Act 
referred to were embodied in that measure solely for the purpose of giving 
effect to the ‘White Australia’ policy” (NAA: A458/1, P156/1, Part 2).  
The Commonwealth Government, particularly the departments responsible for 
the administration of the Act63, made it very clear to domestic organisations 
and individuals in Australia that the Test was a measure to allow the Act to 
secure a White Australia.  In response to an article published in the Sunday 
Sun newspaper, the Department of Home and Territories commented in a 
note, dated 13 April 1922: “The test is only applied to persons whom it is 
desired formally to deem to be prohibited immigrants.  It is mainly used as a 
means of excluding coloured immigrants, and has not been applied to white 
 
63 The Department of External Affairs was originally charged with the administration of the 
Act, in 1916 the Department of Home and Territories took over this responsibility. 
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persons except in a few very exceptional cases” (NAA: A458/1, P156/1, Part 
2).  
Similarly, in a letter dated 5 August 1926, the Home and Territories 
Department said to the Prime Minister’s Department: “it was never intended 
that the administration of the Immigration laws should be directed towards 
preventing persons of European race or descent from entering Australia 
merely on racial grounds” (NAA: A458/1, P156/1, Part 1).  It is clear that 
European race or descent is a euphemism for white people.  
On 20 February 1902 the Department of External Affairs wrote to the Sub-
Collector of Customs, Port Darwin, saying:  “You may take it as a general rule 
that Europeans need not, except in special cases, be submitted to the 
education test, but that in other cases it should be applied” (NAA: A8/5, 
1902/116/12A).  In a letter dated 28 April 1916, Atlee Hunt, Secretary of the 
Prime Minister’s Department responded to an enquiry from Alexander Picken 
(enquiring from Argentina), by saying, “it is not the practice to prohibit the 
landing of white immigrants who are in sound health and capable of earning 
their own living” (NAA: A2/1, 1917/1542). 
Prime Minister Bruce told the Premier of South Australia, in a letter of 26 
September 1924, that: 
It has been urged that foreigners from Southern Europe should be 
required to pass a dictation test.  It was never intended, however, 
that the Dictation Test provisions of the Immigration Act should be 
applied in any general way for the purpose of excluding white 
immigrants.  The object of these provisions is to enable the 
Government, in pursuance of the White Australia policy, to debar 
coloured immigrants from entering Australia. (NAA: A1/15, 
1936/13639)  
Prime Minister Bruce’s comment indicates the contested nature of whiteness 
and the ever-shifting boundaries defining who is and who is not to be 
included as white.  It is obvious here that Bruce is suggesting that ‘foreigners 
from Southern Europe’ are white, and therefore should not and will not be 
excluded via application of the Test.  However, there were ongoing concerns 
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about whether or not certain groups of people (including those from Southern 
Europe) were white or not, or white enough. 
 
From these textual excerpts we can see that concepts of race were often 
grounded in notions of geography, or place of origin.  For example, the 
Attorney General concurred that ‘European descent’ refers to “race and not to 
nationality”, therefore “the test should be the preponderating blood” (NAA: 
A20/1, 20 October 1905).  Persons of ‘European race or descent’ clearly 
meant ‘white people’ – as the Attorney General explained.  The Test was 
implemented to act as a procedural mechanism to ensure a White Australia 
and, it was (generally) never intended to test European immigrants.  
However, the deployment of racial markers went far beyond simple 
geographic designations.  That it was necessary for the Prime Minister to 
address the question of Southern European immigration (NAA: A1/15, 
1936/13639) is evidence that although these particular immigrants originated 
from Europe, there was some doubt as to their whiteness and thus their 
desirability.  While an understanding of whiteness was assumed, it was also 
clearly a ‘hazy’ notion.     
 
Although race was often linked to geography it was usually grounded simply 
in colour: the persons who were to be categorised as prohibited were non-
white people.  Officers were to test non-white people.  It was never intended 
that white people should be tested, except under certain specific conditions.  
So, what was whiteness? Whiteness was a given.  A shared understanding of 
whiteness was assumed.  However, more specificly, whiteness was the 
characteristic of not needing to be tested.  Whiteness was a marker of 
welcoming; or, welcoming was a marker of whiteness.  If you were identified 
as white you were welcomed, unless you failed certain specific (non-racial) 
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conditions64; if you were identified as other than white you were marked by 
the Test and excluded.  Thus, the Test functioned effectively because 
whiteness was a given.     
The Test’s effectiveness relied upon whiteness being knowable without being 
questioned.  Whiteness was produced as a characteristic of not needing to be 
Tested as can be seen from the above discussion in the domestic context.  
However, what did the Commonwealth Government say about the policy to 
foreign Governments and shipping companies? How did this effect whiteness? 
Was whiteness positioned differently, by these discursive deployments?   
 
The Australian Government’s explanations of the White Australia Policy had an 
effect on who foreign Governments would allow to travel to Australia (through 
reciprocal visas provisions, and so on) and to whom shipping companies 
would sell passage to Australia.  They contributed to the production of the 
racialised category of desirability by affecting the type of people who could 
even get close enough to an Australian port to allow Officers to identify them 
as (un)desirable. 
It was important to the Commonwealth Government not to offend the 
Governments of ‘friendly white’65 nations.  Therefore, such governments were 
assured that the Act was not intended to bar entry of their citizens.  Prime 
Minister Barton wrote to the French Consul on 12 August 1901 (shortly after 
the Immigration Restriction Bill entered Parliament66) to make this clear. 
 
64 As discussed, anyone who was asked to sit the Test and failed was declared a ‘prohibited 
immigrant’.  Additional criteria for declaring someone a prohibited immigrant were set out in 
Section 3, paragraphs (b) to (g) of the Act, including: anyone likely to become a charge on 
the public or a charitable institution, any idiot or insane person, anyone suffering from an 
infectious disease of ‘loathsome’ or dangerous character, anyone recently convicted of an 
offence, prostitutes or those living from the prostitution of others, contracted manual 
labourers – see Appendix. 
65 This phrase was used to refer to non-British white people, a good example of its use can 
be found in a letter from Home and Territories to the Prime Minister’s Department, 29 July 
1922 (NAA: A457/1, Q400/2). 
66 The Bill entered Parliament 5 June 1901 (CPD 1901: 740), but the Second Reading and 
debate did not begin until 7 August 1901 (CPD 1901: 3497). 
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The intention of the Commonwealth is evidently to apply this test 
only to those persons whose residence in Australia would 
reasonably appear undesirable, and recourse will be had to it only 
on exceptional cases; but the outside public will be ignorant of this 
intention when the text of the law is made known to them. (NAA: 
A8/5, 1901/3) 
There is further evidence that the Commonwealth, in its efforts not to offend 
‘friendly white alien’ Governments, made the intent of the White Australia 
Policy quite clear to such regimes.  In a letter to the Governor of Singapore, 
dated 29 December 1922, the Commonwealth Government explained: 
Your Excellency’s attention is invited to my predecessor’s Despatch 
dated 22nd December, 1916…explaining the operation of the law as 
it effects coloured immigrants.  The information furnished in that 
Despatch still holds good.  It is not the general practice to apply to 
white immigrants the Dictation Test. (NAA: A457/1, C400/8/2) 
Shipping companies were also concerned about the effect the proposed Act 
might have on business, especially whether they would be liable for the return 
passage of prohibited immigrants, fines, penalties, and so forth (see NAA: 
A458/1, P156/1 PART 2). Prime Minister Barton met with a delegation of 
representatives of shipping companies concerned about the intent of the 
Immigration Restriction Bill when it was before parliament.  In this meeting, 
he confirmed for the delegation that the Bill had “as its primary object – the 
exclusion from these shores of colored67 and alien races whose modes of life 
are not in accord with our advanced civilization” (NAA: A8/5, 1901/27/4).  
After hearing their concerns about the Bill he explained to the shipping 
company delegates that:  
Everyone knows, without any undue specification from me…the 
kind of immigration which this Bill aims at.  …Australia was given to 
the free people of Australia, not to the blacks and other races, not 
to the Hindoos [sic] or Indians, even if they are British subjects, it 
was not given to the Chinese, but to the people of Australia, and it 
is for them to administer it in their own way… (NAA: A8/5, 
1901/27/4) 
 
67 It is notable that much of these early records, including Hansard, used American spelling 
for a range of words. 
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Although the Prime Minister did not mention whiteness, the implication in his 
discussions with the representatives of the shipping companies was clear – 
Australia would accept white people but not coloured people and the Bill 
before parliament would ensure that this could be done. 
In a circular, dated 13 December 1919, from the Department of Home and 
Territories to ten shipping companies, the matter of entry to Australia of 
“coloured attendants, amahs, or servants” was addressed.  These companies 
were instructed to tell their agents that “in cases where a European visitor of 
good standing is accompanied by a coloured servant” the servant would be 
allowed to land for a period of up to six months, conditional on “the employer 
giving a written undertaking to the Customs authorities at the port of landing 
that he will be responsible for the servant’s ultimate departure from Australia. 
…[Then] the ship is free of any obligations in the matter” (NAA: A1824/1, 
Volume 1).  This circular is evidence that there was some effort made to 
inform at least some of those responsible for the transportation of immigrants 
to Australian ports about the intent of the White Australia Policy, expressed 
through the Act and the operation of the Test. 
The Commonwealth made its intent clear, at least to some countries – those 
it sought immigrants from – and to shipping companies who would bring 
those immigrants to Australia.  This tells us that it was assumed that 
individual Officers could be relied upon to protect Australia’s borders 
(civilisation, freedom, racial health68, and so on) by identifying undesirable 
immigrants before Testing them. 
In some of the above excerpts the intention of the Act was made clear 
without ever explicitly stating that the criteria for immigration to Australia was 
racial.  This was done by employing ‘reasonableness’, ‘civilisation’, ‘ethnicity’, 
and ‘place of origin’ as groundings for the exclusion of some immigrants.  
These concepts, however, are bases for the racialisation of (un)desirable 
immigration.  Officers were reasonable men, they would know whom to 
 
68 See, for example, NAA: A458/1, S154/17, “A Report on Immigration (as effecting Racial 
Values and Public Health in N.S.W.)” 
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exclude.  They were civilised men and would know a savage to be 
undesirable.  Obviously, they would have no trouble identifying a ‘Hindoo’ or a 
black or an ‘Asiatic’.   
3.2.2 Instructions on implementing the Act 
The actions of individual Officers were extremely important to the 
implementation of the Act and the operation of the White Australia Policy.  
Officers were required to identify (un)desirability and were able to do this 
because a shared understanding of whiteness was assumed.  It is important 
to examine what instructions were given to them to allow and assist them to 
carry out their protection of the racial purity of the nation.  It is also 
important to explore what other instructions were circulated regarding the 
implementation of the Act and the application of the Test. 
It is worth quoting at length from a “Strictly Confidential” set of instructions 
addressed to “… Officer under the Immigration Restriction Act”.  These 
instructions were sent by Edmund Barton, January 1902, not as Prime 
Minister but as the Minister for External Affairs (a position he concurrently 
held, which made him ultimately responsible for the administration of the 
Act).  He wrote: 
In administering the Immigration Restriction Act, which is now in 
force, it will be necessary to use great care in order that no 
undesirable immigrants shall be permitted to enter the 
Commonwealth. 
Section 3, subsection (A), prescribes that any person attempting to 
immigrate may be asked to write out from dictation and sign a 
passage of fifty words in length in a European language. 
It must be understood that the law does not insist that every 
intending immigrant should be asked; and in the selection of those 
to whom the test is to be applied, tact and judgement will have to 
be exercised by yourself and any officers whom may act under 
you.  (NAA: A8/5, 1902/52 Part 3) 
Note that in these instructions there is no explicit reference to race.  There is 
clearly an assumption in play that the Officers shared an understanding of 
(un)desirability and would be able to, if they were to exercise sufficient tact 
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and judgement, identify undesirable immigrants and then subject them to the 
Test. 
However, in later sets of instructions Officers were reminded who the 
‘undesirable’ immigrants were.  Notes for the Guidance of Officers, circulated 
by the Department of External Affairs, January 1906, detail how the Officers 
were to respond to a vessel arriving at port.  It is also worth quoting this 
document at some length. 
On the arrival at the first port of call at the Commonwealth of 
vessels from abroad an examination of all passengers who may be 
on board should be made by the officers.  All coloured persons who 
are not exempted by the Act, or referred to in the preceding 
paragraph, and who are unprovided [sic] with documents 
authorising them to land, must be asked to pass the dictation test, 
and in the event of their failing, a notice should be served on the 
Master on Form No. 9.  Particulars of persons rejected should be 
indorsed [sic] on the ship’s papers for the information of Customs 
officers at subsequent ports of call. (NAA: A1/15, 1909/10853) 
In these instructions it is clear that ‘coloured persons’ are the undesirable 
immigrants who need to be Tested and prohibited from entry. 
While some sets of official instructions to the Officers made no reference to 
race, letters and memos and such documents sent from the administering 
Ministry (External Affairs and later Home and Territories) to Collectors of 
Customs tended to include more explicit references to race.  The following 
instructions were sent from the Department of External Affairs to the Collector 
of Customs, Brisbane, in January 1902, to assist him to apply the Test 
appropriately.   
All aboriginal inhabitants of Africa, Asia, and Polynesia should be 
subjected to the test unless they come within the exceptions to 
Section 3….  In the case of White Races, the test will be applied 
only under special circumstances.  …if in your opinion, the 
immigrant would, for reasons which you would be prepared to 
state, be an undesirable immigrant, it may be better to substitute 
for the English test, a passage from some other language.  (NAA: 
A8/5, 1902/108/3)  
The word ‘aboriginal’, in this quote, refers to someone who was understood to 
be racially connected to his or her place of birth (Dutton 2002: 41).  For 
Part 2 – The White Australia Policy  Chapter 3 – Official discourse  
 121 of 121 
example, British colonists born in India were not aboriginal natives of India.  
They could have been understood as native to India (it being their place of 
birth), but not as aboriginal because they would have not been understood as 
a descendant of the race indigenous to that place.  
 
The White Australia Policy was far-reaching.  If a coloured member of a ship’s 
crew wished to land during the vessel’s stay in an Australian port, s/he was 
required to show an Officer an identity card, including thumb prints and a 
photograph.  A memorandum from the Department of External Affairs to the 
Collectors of Customs in all States, 21 October 1913, explains that, “[i]t is 
intended that when the crews are of mixed races, consisting partly of 
Chinese, cards should be provided in respect of all coloured members” (NAA: 
A1824/1, Volume 1).  
(Un)desirability was tied so closely to race that on 19 January 1918, Collectors 
of Customs had to be told by the Department of Home and Territories that: 
“[i]n regard to coloured servants or members of any Consular party arriving in 
the Commonwealth, it is not necessary nor desirable that handprints should 
be taken” (NAA: A1824/1, Volume 1).  Collectors of Customs (and Officers) 
were so used to identifying non-white people as undesirable and applying 
stringent conditions to their entry into Australia that they had to be explicitly 
told that even if a member of a Consular party was not white, s/he should be 
shown some basic forms of courtesy.   
There was no question that the Collectors of Customs and other Officers were 
aware that (un)desirability was linked to race.  As demonstrated above, some 
circulars and memoranda explicitly referred to race.  Non-white people were 
to be treated in certain ways and white people in other ways.  Instructions 
often specifically referred to white people or to non-white people, as is 
evident in this excerpt from a memorandum from the Department of Home 
and Territories to Collectors of Customs, dated 7 July 1925: “in some cases, 
coloured persons have been permitted to land under Section 6 of the Act 
without having first been effectively tested under Section 3, paragraph (a), on 
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arrival” (NAA: A1824/1, Volume 1).  Here the problem was that ‘coloured 
people’ had landed – not ‘people’, or ‘white people’.  It was clear to those 
who were responsible for implementing the Act and subjecting individual 
immigrants to the Test that white people were to be welcomed unless under 
specific circumstances; and that people who were not white were to be 
Tested unless there were unusual circumstances like their being members of 
a Consular party (NAA: A1824/1, Volume 1).  In fact, a white person was only 
to be Tested if s/he were an undesirable immigrant ‘for reasons which the 
Officer would be prepared to state’ (NAA: A8/5, 1902/52 Part 3). 
Individual Officers were to use their discretion to decide whether or not to 
Test immigrants.  They were told not to Test white people (NAA: A8/5, 
1902/108/3) and it was assumed that they knew who fell into this category.  
This deployment of whiteness contributed to colour being constructed as an 
attribute of whiteness.  Whiteness was produced as something that an Officer 
could identify by sight – whiteness was a visible, physical attribute.   
A norm of whiteness pre-existed the Test and this allowed the Officers to 
exercise their discretion effectively.  The application of the Test marked the 
discretion of individual Officers.  Moreover it marked the ability of an (white) 
Australian to know who needed to be Tested and who did not.  The fact that 
individuals could be relied upon to use their own discretion and judgement in 
this matter is indicative of the convergence of disparate discourses 
surrounding whiteness to produce a knowable idea of what whiteness was – it 
was given.  The Test did not test and mark whiteness as much as the 
judgement exercised by individual Officers marked whiteness.  The Test could 
not have functioned in the way it was explicitly intended to unless whiteness 
was already marked. 
3.2.3 The Act in action 
The Act also detailed grounds other than race for the prohibition of 
immigrants.  White immigrants could be declared prohibited, according to 
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section 3, paragraphs (b) – (g), of the Act69. These paragraphs defined as 
prohibited any immigrant who was: likely to become a “charge upon the 
public or any charitable institution”; insane; not of sound health and 
character; had been convicted of a criminal offence; living from the proceeds 
of prostitution; or, under contract “to perform manual labour within the 
Commonwealth”70. Paragraph (a) of section 3 of the Act explains that anyone 
who could not pass the Test was also a prohibited immigrant.  But white 
people were not Tested, and all non-white (undesirable) people were.  This 
attaches colouredness (undesirability) to degeneracy; it equates being 
coloured (and therefore undesirable) to being insane, of poor character, or 
criminal, etc (and therefore undesirable).  All coloured people, without even 
considering the possibility that they may not fit into any of the explicitly 
legislated conditions of prohibition, were to be Tested and declared 
undesirable.  This associates whiteness with virtue.  Only if a particular white 
immigrant was found to fit any of the above-mentioned categories of 
prohibition would they be prohibited, on grounds of iniquity.  This legislation 
contributed to the production of the (coloured) other as the antinomy of the 
virtuous and desirable white immigrant.  Race was a sufficient condition for 
the prohibition of undesirable (coloured) immigrants, but white immigrants 
had to be proven to be particularly degenerate before they could be 
prohibited.  
The condition under section 3, paragraph (d) of the Act71, that immigrants be 
of sound health, further associated whiteness with virtue.  This condition was 
not applied to coloured immigrants at all; they were always and already 
undesirable regardless of the state of their health.  White immigrants could 
only be prohibited under the specific conditions detailed in paragraphs (b) to 
(g), of section three of the Act. Not only were the conditions that allowed the 
prohibition of white migrants narrow and very specific but they were not even 
applied at all times.  For example, at times no documentation was required of 
 
69 See Appendix. 
70 See Appendix. 
71 See Appendix. 
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white migrants to prove that they were of sound medical health (NAA: 
A458/1, P156/1 Part 2).  So, for at least one of these conditions no 
documentation was required to prove that it had been achieved. 
 
Intending immigrants also required transport to Australia.  This was not 
always simple to accomplish.  Shipping companies stood liable “to a penalty 
not exceeding One hundred pounds for each prohibited immigrant” (the Act,
section 9) who landed in Australia from their vessel.  So it could be quite 
difficult for some people to even purchase a ticket to Australia.72 
When a passenger vessel arrived at its first port of call in Australia, the 
Officer(s) would board the vessel and identify any undesirable immigrants.  
Any person who was identified as such would then be subjected to the Test.  
Officers were instructed to apply the Test on the vessel so any undesirable 
immigrants could not even set foot on Australian soil.  In fact, Officers’ 
instructions read: “it will be necessary to use great care in order that no 
undesirable immigrants shall be permitted to enter the Commonwealth. 
…Persons asked to comply with the test must be so asked while they remain 
on the ship” (NAA: A8/5, 1902/52 Part 3).  The undesirable immigrant would 
be asked to “write out at dictation and sign in the presence of the officer a 
passage of fifty words in length…directed by the officer”73.
To ensure maximum effectiveness of the Test, it was not unusual for Officers 
to communicate any suspicions or advice about particular people to the 
Officers of other ports, or to the Department administering the Act, and vice-
versa.  The following extract from a letter from the Department of Home and 
Territories to Collectors of Customs in all States, 9 December 1921, is a good 
example.  It contains advice regarding a particular immigrant, “a Chinese 
named Yin Kee”.  It reads, “I desire to inform you that it is believed that this 
man could pass the usual test in English.  It is therefore desired that if he 
 
72 NAA: A458/1, P156/1 PART 2, contains record of a shipping company that refused to sell 
tickets for Sydney to 3rd and 4th class passengers without a deposit of £40. 
73 The Act, section 3, paragraph (a) – see Appendix.   
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returns from China…he should be tested in a language with which he is not 
acquainted” (NAA: A1824/1, Volume 1). 
As the Test was intended to be an absolute bar to admission of undesirable 
immigrants, Officers were given very specific instructions as to how to apply 
the Test in order to avoid legal appeals against the declaration of particular 
immigrants as prohibited.  The following extract from a circular sent to the 
Collector of Customs, Fremantle, 4 March 1927, from the Department of 
Home and Territories, is indicative of this: 
(i) Pencil and paper should be handed to the person to be 
tested. 
(ii) It should be clearly explained to him what he is required to 
do, viz: to write out the passage dictated to him (if 
necessary, an interpretter [sic] should be employed to 
explain the requirement). 
(iii) The whole passage should be read over once to indicate 
what the passage is, and then repeated more slowly as the 
actual test, a few words at a time, right to the end of the 
passage, whether the person attempts to write or not.  
(NAA: PP6/1, 1927/H/427 – emphasis in original) 
If the immigrant failed the Test (which was almost inevitably the case) they 
would be “liable upon summary conviction to imprisonment for not more than 
six months, and in addition to or substitution for such imprisonment shall be 
liable pursuant to any order of the Minister to be deported from the 
Commonwealth” (the Act, section 7)74.
Different constraints for different ‘types’ of migrants
The treatment of ethnic Chinese in early post-Federation Australia provides a 
useful lens through which to investigate the ways immigration regulations 
affected immigrants who were considered white, and those who were not, 
differently.  Chinese were a numerically significant group of ‘non-whites’ living 
in Australia at a time when racially exclusive legislation was very successfully 
limiting the non-Anglo population in Australia.  There was significant 
immigration of Chinese to Australia during the gold rushes; McConnochie 
 
74 See Appendix. 
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(1988: 73) argues that in “1859, Chinese made up more than 12% of 
Victoria’s population”.  Many of these stayed and were still present when the 
colonies federated and as federal immigration restriction laws began to 
exclude undesirable migrants.   
The Chinese immigration to Australia was also overwhelmingly male (see 
table in Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 237).  For example, in 1859, almost 
20% of the men in the colony of Victoria were Chinese (McConnochie 1988: 
73).  Of the 24 062 Chinese on the Victorian goldfields in 1861, there were 
only six women (Clark 1995: 140).  As a result, it was common for Chinese 
men, resident in Australia, to return to China to visit family, get married and 
so on, with the intention of returning to continue their business in Australia.  
However, post-federation, if a Chinese man wished to leave Australia and 
later return, he was subjected to a series of governmental constraints that 
contributed to his production as ‘other’, with particular associated attributes.  
For an immigrant identified as undesirable to leave and re-enter Australia, 
avoiding being subjected to the Test and therefore be allowed re-entry, s/he 
required a Certificate of Exemption from the Dictation Test (CEDT).  There 
were some minor variations to this requirement.  For example, Chinese 
students were sometimes allowed entry under specific conditions and there 
were various modes of entry for merchants from a number of countries75.
However, because it was very rare for an intending ‘undesirable’ immigrant to 
pass the Test76, in practical terms a CEDT was usually required for an 
intending non-white immigrant to gain entry to Australia.   
These CEDTs included a number of particulars to identify the applicant.  A 
CEDT recorded the name, age, height, and complexion, of the applicant.  It 
 
75 Merchant Passport Regulations are discussed in a letter from Home and Territories to the 
Collectors of Customs in all States dated 10 January 1922; amendments to the regulations 
concerning the temporary admission of Chinese students into Australia were sent from Home 
and Territories to the Collectors of Customs, 2 July 1924; and again 24 November 1926 (NAA: 
A1824/1, Volume 1). 
76 In the first year of the operation of the Act, 33 immigrants passed the Test, of the 618 
subjected to it (5.34%).  This figure increased slightly in 1903 to 9.56%.  In the following 6 
years (no figures exist for 1906) 0.87%, 2.88%, 0.00%, 0.93%, and 0.93% of immigrants 
subjected to the Test passed.  Not one person subjected to the Test after 1909 passed it 
(York 1992). 
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also included two photographs, one full face and one profile, in addition to a 
handprint or two thumbprints77. Nicholas Higgins (Higgins 2001: 24), offers 
an interesting yet brief account of how the type of photography in the CEDTs 
was “intimately linked to the techniques and practices” of government.  He 
argues that in the nineteenth century “photographs of the body…began to be 
‘seen’ as the visible proof of human differences, criminal tendencies, 
pathology, and delinquency.”78 This is evident in the CEDT photographs and 
in the detailed instructions given to Officers about these.  In January 1902, 
the Prime Minister and Minister of External Affairs (Barton) issued ‘Strictly 
Confidential’ instructions to Officers (NAA: A8/5, 1902/52 Part 2 – discussed 
above).  In these instructions Officers were told to take great care “to see 
that all the particulars are filled in, and that the photograph is that of the 
person who is applying for the certificate”.  They were also reminded that “[i]t 
will be within the knowledge of all Collectors of Customs that amongst certain 
foreign races a considerable trade has been done in the sale and transfer of 
exemption papers”.  The Officers were warned that “[i]t is desired to obviate 
the possibility of that traffic by particularity and care in closely comparing the 
person who presents such certificate with the photograph and particulars 
recorded on the papers” (NAA: A8/5, 1902/52 Part 2).  Various memos and 
telegrams suggest that the Prime Minister’s reference to “certain foreign 
races” was in fact a euphemism for Chinese79, who were identified as 
 
77 It should be noted that the requirements for the modes of identification to be included on 
the CEDTs fluctuated over time. 
78 See Higgins (2001), particularly the section headed Image, pages 24 and 25. 
79 Chinese were often the target of concerns about the traffic of various documents. In 1918 
after a serious investigation into the “illicit entry of Chinese in Australia”, no conclusive 
evidence was returned, in fact no more than a few isolated rumors were reported (NAA: 
A2/1, 1918/2718, details in a letter from the Premier of Queensland to the Prime Minister, 11 
September 1918).  23 May 1902 the Collector of Customs, Brisbane, wrote to the Department 
of External Affairs suggesting special precautions be adopted to “act as a valuable check” 
against fraudulent use of Certificates of Domicile by Chinese (NAA: A9, A02/69/1).   15 
October 1913, the department of External Affairs wrote to all Collectors of Customs saying: 
“as other channels of fraudulent admission are being blocked, the Chinese, will make a 
concerted effort to use birth certificates to that end…” (NAA: A1824/1 Volume 1 – emphasis 
mine).  Home and Territories wrote again to the Collectors of Customs, 13 February 1922, 
reminding them that, “Special care should be exercised to see that copies of the same birth 
certificate are not endorsed in favour of differents [sic] Chinese. …every precaution should 
also be taken to prevent the possibility of birth certificates being endorsed on their behalf 
through fraudulent means” (NAA: A1824/1, Volume 1). 
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different/other and as likely to commit fraud.  It was not just because they 
were ‘Asiatics’, it was also because of the characteristics that were attached 
to this type of person that made them undesirable immigrants.  White people 
were considered the bearers of virtues including civilisation, intelligence, 
bravery, and artistic creativity (Keane 1908: 378-84).  For Australia to be the 
home of freedom and equality, it had to be protected from the corrupting 
effects of non-white immigrants. 
The requirements to be met for a CEDT did not end with photographs and 
hand-prints.  To be eligible for a CEDT, a Certificate of Domicile was 
required80 before leaving Australia.  If this was not obtained, ‘aliens’ were 
required to sit the Test on their return to Australia, which in practical terms 
meant that they would be deported.  
To obtain a Certificate of Domicile the applicant was again subjected to a 
variety of governmental techniques.  Domicile, for the purposes of obtaining a 
Certificate of Domicile, was defined in a letter from the Department of 
External Affairs to the Collector of Customs, Melbourne, 15 January 1902:  “A 
man is domiciled in that place in which he has voluntarily fixed the habitation 
of himself and his family, not for a mere special or temporary purpose, but 
with the intention of making it his permanent home”. The bona fides of the 
domicile of an applicant could be tested by: “The presence of wife and family, 
possession of land, fixed place of business, amount of debts due to such 
persons, &c. [sic], of course it is not necessary in every case that all these 
conditions should exist they are merely mentioned for your guidance” (NAA: 
A8/5, 1902/52, Part 1). 
It is important to note that in many cases the applicant (almost always a 
man) for a Certificate of Domicile would have been attempting to get such for 
the purpose of visiting his home country to return with his wife and/or 
 
80 This requirement is detailed in a reply to an enquiry from a Collector of Customs, 23 
January 1902; NAA: A8/5, 1902/116/7. 
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children81. Therefore, the ‘presence of wife and family’ as a measure of 
whether or not an applicant was domiciled in Australia was particularly 
onerous.   
An example of just how difficult it was for Chinese to settle in Australia under 
the Act is made clear in an exchange in the form of two telegrams, in which 
the possibility of a man returning from China to Australia with his wife and 
child is discussed (NAA: A11804, 1926/25 Part 2).  On 23 December 1926, a 
Cablegram was sent from the British Consul General in Shanghai to the 
Australian Governor General, requesting: “Lee Sing, holder of passport 64961 
issued at Darwin 5th July, 1921, desires to return to Australia with Chinese 
wife whom he married in accordance with Chinese custom in 1915, and one 
infant.  May I add wife and child to the passport?”.  The reply, sent 8 January 
1927, reads: “Your telegram 23rd December, Lee Sing, regret no authority can 
be granted for admission wife and child to Australia.” Note that no discussion 
was entered into, nor any reasoning provided – the wife and child were 
simply refused entry.   
The Department of Home and Territories issued a directive to Collectors of 
Customs on 10 January 1922, some time before the above exchange (NAA: 
A1824).  This letter makes it clear that for Chinese residents of Australia who 
visit China and wish to return with their wives and/or children, permission 
must be granted before such family members would be allowed to land in 
Australia.  The directive instructs that, “[i]f, in the future, any such wives and 
children who have not been granted permission to visit Australia, arrive in the 
Commonwealth with their respective husbands and fathers, they should be 
tested and formally declared prohibited immigrants”. This course of action 
would be expected to result in their swift deportation. 
Although not mentioned in the above criteria for assessing applications for 
Certificates of Domicile, there was yet another constraint that was often 
 
81 See, for example, NAA: A11804, 1926/25 PART 2, as referred to below; and NAA: A1824/1, 
Vol. 1, in which there is a memo from Home and Territories to the Collectors of Customs in all 
States, dated 10 January 1922, and entitled “Wives and Children of Chinese Residents in 
Australia Holding Merchants’ Passports”. 
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placed upon applicants, requirement of ‘certificates of character’.  In response 
to a complaint from the Japanese Consul regarding the requirement for these 
certificates to be written by Europeans of good standing, and who were well 
known to the local sub-Collector of Customs (NAA: A8/5, 1902/116/265), the 
Collector of Customs, Brisbane, wrote to the Japanese Consul on 3 May 1902.  
The Japanese Consul had suggested that several certificates of character from 
Japanese of high standing should surely at least equate to one from a 
European.  The Collector of Customs, said that while certificates of character 
from well known Japanese of good standing could be included in the 
application, “It is necessary to obtain Certificates of Character ‘by European 
residents of good repute, who are well-known to the Sub-Collector’” in order 
to apply for a Certificate of Domicile (NAA: A8/5, 1902/116/265). 
 
These constraints were applied to restrict the entry of certain types of people 
into Australia and, therefore, were not required for all who attempted entry.  
The constraints that Chinese were subjected to were not specific to Chinese 
but were employed to restrict entry of all ‘undesirable’ – non-white – 
immigrants to Australia.  The specifics of who was considered undesirable 
fluctuated, but it is clear that colour (white or non-white) was a constant 
criterion.82 
It is important to note the stark differences in what was required of white 
immigrants wishing to enter Australia.  Those who fell within the category of 
desirable immigrants fluctuated.  Desirable always meant white, but some 
white people were more desirable than others and some ‘white’ people were 
considered more ‘white’ than others (or their whiteness was more secure).  
This becomes evident when we examine the different requirements faced by 
undesirable, desirable, and the especially desirable British, migrants.  For 
example, in a letter to Home Affairs, 31 July 1930, it was explained that “the 
position of such nationals as Danes, Norwegians, French and others you 
 
82 Which groups of people were included in each category (white/non-white) changed over 
time, but the categories remained. 
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mentioned is that providing a person is in good health and is in possession of 
£40 landing money with a passport duly visaed [sic] such a person may land 
in Australia without hindrance” (NAA: A367, C3075C).  For immigrants who 
were considered desirable the only restraints that existed between them and 
their entry into Australia were the possession of some amount of landing 
money, originally £10 and later £40, to be of good health and character, and 
have a passport with a visa for entry to Australia.  As can be seen, it was 
significantly easier for them to land in Australia than for non-white 
immigrants.  This ease established and supported the privilege of white 
people in Australia.  The capacity of white people to enter Australia 
unhindered (especially in relation to the restraints placed on ‘undesirable’ 
immigrants) shows a particular type of privilege afforded to white people, 
through exclusionary relations of dominance83.
White aliens did meet some amount of scrutiny.  Their finances were 
examined (to the extent that at times they had to produce a specified amount 
of landing money), they were medically examined, and they had to conduct 
themselves in a manner that displayed their good character84. However, 
upon arrival in Australia if they could satisfy these relatively simple criteria 
they would be recognised as desirable and welcomed to land.  The white 
immigrant was already recognised as a desirable immigrant, before even 
arriving in Australia, while the non-white immigrant was always and already 
one step (the Test) away from being refused entry or being deported. 
British immigrants, in particular, experienced very little constraint.  In a letter 
dated 12 January 1925, the Prime Minister informed a Federal MP, Sir Austin 
Chapman (who was also concerned about Italian immigration) that,  
A British subject (of white race) is free to land in Australia without 
having to produce any landing money on arrival.  The precautions 
taken in regard to the medical examination, etc., of introducing 
British migrants to Australia prior to their departure from Great 
 
83 For an explanation of the significance of domination as a particular type of power relation 
see: Foucault (1997) Or Hindess (1996).  
84 Section 3, paragraphs (b) to (g) of the Act detail these requirements – see Appendix.  
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Britain, apply only to those who are applicants or nominees for 
assisted passages.  (NAA: A458/1, P156/1 Part 2) 
On 16 April 1920, the Department of Home and Territories issued the 
following instruction regarding the examination of British Passports: “If they 
[British subjects] satisfactorily establish their British nationality, and there is 
no reasonable objection to their being admitted, they may be allowed to land 
whether they hold an informal passport or no document at all” (NAA: A1824/1 
Volume 1).   
If an intending white immigrant could establish that they were British, to the 
satisfaction of the Officer then they would be welcomed absolutely.  If they 
were white, but not British, they simply were required to be of sound health 
and good character, and at times to be in possession of a prescribed sum of 
money.  If, on the other hand, the intending immigrant was identified as 
undesirable – appeared not white – and did not have very specific 
documentation then they would be subjected to the Test and be promptly 
deported.  Even if they had the appropriate documentation (a CEDT), they 
and their documentation would be carefully scrutinised as they would always 
and already be considered both undesirable and suspected of fraudulent 
behaviour.  
 
3.3 Conclusion
Anderson (2002) uses an analysis of the extensive debates regarding the 
suitability of white men for manual labour (on sugar cane farms) in the tropics 
to argue that whiteness was examined, measured, tested and so on.  Alison 
Bashford (2000) refers to the discourses of tropical medicine from 1900 to the 
1930s to argue that the “usual gendered and raced dynamics of modern 
Western medico-scientific research” were “strangely reversed”.  She argues, 
“[r]ather than studying the black body it studied the white body…rather than 
pathologizing women, it pathologized men” (Bashford 2000: 249).  While both 
of these accounts are convincing, and provide evidence that whiteness was 
subject to some scrutiny, whiteness was not othered.  As we have seen here, 
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in the context of immigration whiteness was rarely examined or even 
questioned.  Whiteness was largely ‘assumed’.   Non-white people, on the 
other hand, were subject to intense scrutiny and othered. 
In this chapter I have begun a relational exploration into the production of 
whiteness in Australia.  In order to investigate how whiteness was positioned 
in the official discourses of White Australia, I have looked at the discourse, 
implementation, and practices of the White Australia Policy, focused around 
the Act, and its procedural mechanism, the Test.  I have shown that the Test 
was not a test at all.  It was a mechanism of exclusion.  In the words of 
James Jupp, the “object of the test was entirely to facilitate exclusion” (Jupp 
1998: 75).   
The exclusionary relations evident in the discourse of the White Australia 
Policy and the exclusionary practices evident in the application of the policy 
positioned whiteness was an imperative – if you wanted to enter Australia it 
was imperative that you be white.  Non-white people, on the other hand, 
were excluded.  However, non-white people were not just excluded, they 
were ‘othered’.  Their racial non-whiteness was a threat, it was associated 
with fraud and all sorts of iniquity.  In this exclusionary relationship, 
whiteness was a key issue in the development and presentation of power 
relations of dominance.  The non-white other was excluded from the shores 
of the country, from any association to Australianness, and from the top 
rungs of the human hierarchy. 
 
In the next chapter I turn to an examination of the production of whiteness 
and of racialised power relations in popular discourse the same period.  I 
examine what was said (and how it was said) in The Bulletin in the first 
decades of the twentieth century.  In this way I will be able to develop a 
better picture of how whiteness was produced, and what it was produced as, 
in the discourse of the White Australia Policy. 
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Chapter 4: Popular discourse of the White Australia 
Policy – Australia the show-dog
They know, without really knowing how they know, that the 
mixture of races is a disaster.  The progeny of two pure-bred dogs 
of different varieties is only a mongrel.  (The Bulletin, 26 November 
1914: 6) 
He had started out white.  No question. ...But had he remained 
white? ...Could you lose it? Not just language, but it. It. For the 
fact was when you looked at him sometimes he was not white.  His 
skin might be but not his features.  The whole caste of his face 
gave him the look of one of Them.  (Malouf 1994: 40) 
John Feltham Archibald (later Jules Francois (Docker 1991: 68)) established 
The Bulletin85 in Sydney in 1880 (Rolfe 1979).  He edited the weekly news 
magazine from 1880 until 1903, and acted as sole editor for much of this time 
(Lawson 1978).  Sylvia Lawson (1978) argues that although he wrote very 
little, Archibald’s tight reign as editor meant that he was virtually the 
magazine’s sole author.  While he ran The Bulletin, Archibald solicited 
contributions, re-wrote prose, and selected its contents.  John Docker (1991: 
27) argues that it is wrong to consider Archibald an author, but that his 
attitudes were inseparable from The Bulletin as a whole, and likens 
Archibald’s contribution to that of a “circusmaster” (Docker 1991: 27).  Docker 
(1991: 28-31) describes The Bulletin’s mode as “seriocomic”, considering it in 
many respects “carnivalesque”.  Docker (1991) and Lawson (1978) agree that 
after Archibald ceased editing the publication it should not be read as 
containing just one single tone or voice.  After Archibald left, The Bulletin was 
largely written by its readers, in the sense that it printed a range of 
submissions, from one-off anecdotes to regular columns and cartoons.   
As discussed in the previous chapter, social Darwinist beliefs were widely held 
in this period.  In this chapter I demonstrate that the issue of racial purity 
was also central to The Bulletin in the period of the White Australia Policy.  
The discussion in this chapter is largely derived from my analysis of a 
 
85 See Rolfe (1979) and Lawson (1978) for discussions of the history of The Bulletin.
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structuring metaphor that I identify as common86 in the popular discourse of 
the White Australia Policy as it appears in The Bulletin. I call this the ‘Mongrel 
Metaphor’.  Metaphor affects the ways that ideas are presented linguistically 
and therefore how knowledge is formed.  Thus metaphor analysis is a useful 
tool to examine how meaning emerges (Wetherell 1992: 81).     
In this chapter I analyse articles from The Bulletin from the first decades of 
the twentieth century that refer to immigration, race, and/or national identity, 
and which can, therefore, be said to form part of the popular discourse of the 
White Australia Policy.  The chapter has two main sections.  In the first (4.1) I 
introduce the Mongrel Metaphor.  This section is presented in two parts.  I 
describe the Mongrel Metaphor (4.1.1).  I then demonstrate empirically 
(4.1.2) that it had a significant presence in The Bulletin during the first 
decades of the twentieth century by indicating the frequency of articles 
expressing consistent metaphorical relationships.  In the second main section 
of the chapter (4.2) I discuss the political implications of the Mongrel 
Metaphor’s presence in the discourse, focusing on the positioning and 
construction of the pure white Australian in relation to the derided result of 
miscegenation.   
I argue that the Mongrel Metaphor established the conditions of possibility for 
whiteness to be considered in the same way that prize pedigree animals are; 
thus the Mongrel Metaphor contributed to the production of whiteness as an 
imperative and white racial purity as an ideal.  The fear of racial degradation 
that drives the idealisation of whiteness also positions whiteness as dominant 
in the power relations between whiteness and its other.   
 
4.1 Metaphor analysis and the Mongrel Metaphor
Racial difference became identified with other forms of…perversity 
as degeneracy, deformation or arrested embryological 
development.  But none was so demonized as those of mixed race.  
(Young 1995: 180) 
 
86 See Figures 1- 6. 
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Wetherell (1992: 81) argues that metaphor analysis can be used to examine 
how meaning emerges from the ways that knowledge is formed and 
presented.  It is to this end that I explore the operation of the Mongrel 
Metaphor in The Bulletin during the period of the White Australia Policy.  
However, there is no consensus in the literature as to how, exactly, to identify 
metaphors.  Cohen (1997: 223) argues that there is no infallible way to 
recognise whether anything written or spoken is a metaphor.  Nietzsche 
(1982) contends that all language is metaphor.  For Johnson (1981: 23) 
metaphors are not apparent due to “literal falsity (though that may be a clue), 
but…because of a tension between the literal reading and its context (of 
which literal falsity is one instance)”.  This is true of the operation of the 
Mongrel Metaphor in The Bulletin. Authors tended not to argue that humans 
and animals were equivalent, yet the language used in relation to race was 
largely the same as that used in relation to animals.     
I have identified the Mongrel Metaphor as a structuring metaphor in The 
Bulletin during the first decades after Federation.  Structuring metaphors (see 
Lakoff and Johnson 1981: 295) represent concepts in the terms of other, 
different concepts, and therefore affect the meaning associated with them.  
The Mongrel Metaphor structured the discussion of racial issues in The 
Bulletin in the first decades of the twentieth century in terms of animal 
breeding.  The Mongrel Metaphor effected the understanding of human racial 
difference and interaction by presenting it in the language of animal 
husbandry and breeding, and took the form of: (human) race is (animal) 
breed.  Therefore, it was rational to make statements like: “wide crossings in 
humanity produce mongrels” (The Bulletin, 26 February 1920: 8).   
By structuring racial thought according to the (assumed) sameness between 
animal breeding stock and human racial difference, the Mongrel Metaphor 
produced a certain way of talking and thinking about racial interaction.  It 
concurrently constrained discussions of race to forms compatible with the 
metaphor.  As Nietzsche (1982: 46) argues “[e]very concept originates 
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through our equating what is unequal”.  Therefore, how we talk, think, and 
act, is a matter of metaphor (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 3).   
As demonstrated in the previous chapter, there was a fervent concern with 
the quality of the Australian population in the first decades of the twentieth 
century.  It was widely held that an enduring and prosperous white Australia 
could only be built upon the right foundation (Walker 2003: 41).  This wide-
spread belief in pseudo-scientific theories of race contributed to the removal 
of Aboriginal Australians from white society in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries (Macintyre 1993: 109-10), as well as the exclusion of non-
white immigrants to Australia.  The Mongrel Metaphor was a vehicle for the 
expression of such beliefs as well as a means through which they developed.  
By allowing people to think of human races as they would of animal breeds, 
the Mongrel Metaphor facilitated people to articulate clearly what type of 
person was the best and most appropriate to populate Australia.  Races were 
perceived to carry certain traits.  The race with the best or most appropriate 
traits would provide the right stock for the population of Australia.  In 1920 a 
Queensland politician, Randolf Bedford, published an article in The Bulletin 
ostensibly about Cairns.  He argued that racial whiteness is more important 
than nationality, although people from some countries (other than British) 
have traits that might be valuable to Australia.   Readers were told: “Being, as 
it is, the best land on earth, [Australia] must have the best people” (Bedford 
1920: 7). 
Lakoff (1990: 384) argues that the metaphorical transfer of knowledge from 
the source domain to the target domain allows metaphor to be productive.  
Lakoff (1990: 384) calls these transfers or “carryovers” metaphorical 
entailments, and argues that they ‘elaborate’ conceptual metaphors.  Lakoff 
and Johnson (1981: 292) argue that metaphorical entailments “can 
characterize a coherent system of metaphorical concepts and a corresponding 
coherent system of metaphorical expression for those concepts”.  Therefore, 
metaphor produces meaning in the target domain by transferring knowledge 
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from a source domain.  The entailments of a metaphor produce a coherent 
system of expressions, which elaborate the metaphor.   
4.1.1 Introduction to the Mongrel Metaphor  
In this chapter I focus my analysis on four main entailments of the Mongrel 
Metaphor: 
 RACE IS BREED 
1. Breeds have inherent characteristics  entails Races have inherent traits 
2. Some breeds are more suitable than others entails Some races are better than others  
3. Pedigree animals are more valuable  entails Racial purity is virtuous 
4. Mongrels are worthless   entails Miscegenation is dangerous 
Any article of The Bulletin that articulates one or more of these entailments is 
deemed to elaborate the Mongrel Metaphor and can be said to be consistent 
with it.   
The first entailment is that particular breeds of animals have inherent traits.  
Here knowledge from the source domain, animal breeding, is transferred to 
the target domain facilitating the ascription of inherent traits to human races.  
This allows the following to be meaningful:  
a. “The Italians are industrious” (Bedford 1920: 7); 
b. “Kanakas…are so criminal a race as to constitute a danger to the 
community” (The Bulletin, 8 November 1902: 9); 
c. “the British-Australian race is a white race, with white morals and white 
modes of living” (The Bulletin, 16 October 1913: 7). 
Linked closely to the first entailment is the second: certain traits (which are 
inherent to the breed/race) produce better outcomes in certain conditions.  
Therefore, some breeds can be said to be ‘better’ than others for particular 
tasks.  When this entailment is transferred to the target domain the metaphor 
is elaborated such that various levels of value and worth are attributed to 
various human races.  This is a function of metaphorical transference.  It does 
not make sense to attribute moral worth to the inherent traits of Hereford 
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cattle, for example, but racial traits of humans are given such moral weight.  
This entailment gives rise to comments like: 
a. “the white man is perishing before his cheaper and less wholesome 
brother” (The Bulletin, 15 January 1914: 6); 
b. “the attempt to give free access to all people of all colors87 is a 
degrading conspiracy for the abolition of Christianity and civilisation. 
…It isn’t the color, but that habits that generally go along with the 
color, that cause a line to be drawn” (The Bulletin, 3 December 1903: 
9); 
c. “the Federal Parliament has set its face steadily against cheap-nigger 
labor – against the importation of black men, and yellow men, and 
cannibals recently retired from the human-flesh industry, and 
heathens, and opium-eaters, against the mongrel races which fill the 
back slums of Cairns” (The Bulletin, 4 October 1902: 8). 
Not only are traits attributed to members of racial groups because of their 
race but these traits are also value-laden.  Speaking of traits as being 
inherent to race, and valuing some positively while others are derided, 
produces racial purity and membership of a virtuous race as rational and 
extremely important.   
The third entailment elaborates the value of pedigree.  A pedigree guarantees 
generations of selective breeding.  For a particular animal to be a pedigree it 
must be bred from two pedigree animals of the same breed.  Therefore, all 
pedigree animals are expected to express the traits associated with their 
breed because they are wholly bred from stock of that particular breed.  This 
entailment is elaborated giving racial purity extreme importance.  Pure 
membership of a virtuous race is idealised.  The following statements express 
this entailment: 
 
87 Interestingly articles published in The Bulletin used American spelling for many words in 
the first decades of the 20th century, and has tended to continue this practice throughout its 
publication history. 
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a. “Australians…are so vastly superior to all other races on earth that 
they should go slow in immigration lest numbers of people come here 
not so good as them, and lower the standard of civilisation” (The 
Bulletin, 19 February 1920: 7); 
b. “most vital principle of Australian welfare – the Purity of the White 
Breed” (The Bulletin, 6 April 1901: 6); 
c. “When the call came to Australia the Commonwealth found itself 
racially pure….  Its inhabitants were 96.99 per cent. of pure British 
stock.  The residuary 3 per cent. was all it contained of alien blood of 
all kinds, so that it was actually more British than the British Isles 
themselves” (The Bulletin, 10 June 1915: 6). 
The final entailment is perhaps the most crucial one; it is the flip-side of the 
previous entailment.  Knowledge from the source domain tells us that ‘racial 
purity’ is important and valuable – a pedigree provides a guarantee as to the 
expression of certain traits88 because of generations of selective breeding.  
Similarly, knowledge from the source domain tells us that offspring of mixed 
breeds will, therefore, express unpredictable traits.  As this entailment is 
elaborated ‘mongrel’ offspring are derided.  The following statements 
demonstrate this: 
a. “it is a choice between Protection and a White Australia, or Freetrade 
and a piebald land, infested with the offscourings of Asia and the scum 
of Polynesia” (The Bulletin, 9 February 1901: 6); 
b. “no special skill it may possess can make up for the risk of race-
adulteration” (The Bulletin, 10 January 1903: 8); 
c. “Wherever the white man has degenerated badly it is possible to trace 
the colored admixture” (The Bulletin, 15 January 1914: 6). 
 
88 Obviously the possession of a pedigree does not absolutely guarantee the expression of 
particular traits, and some genetic/hereditary problems exist amongst pedigree animals; 
however, in theory their selective breeding sets them apart from mongrel animals. 
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4.1.2 Evidence of the Mongrel Metaphor  
I examined The Bulletin to assess the centrality of the Mongrel Metaphor, and 
looked for articles expressing any of the four entailments of, and therefore 
elaborating, the Mongrel Metaphor.  Such articles do not necessarily use the 
word ‘mongrel’, however they do use the language and concepts of animal 
breeding when discussing human race.  I examined every edition of The 
Bulletin in three selected years – 1901, 1910, and 1920 – over an almost 
twenty year period.  Thus I was able to assess the frequency and consistency 
with which the Mongrel Metaphor was deployed over this twenty-year 
period.89 I found that the Mongrel Metaphor was widely deployed in The 
Bulletin in the first decades of the twentieth century.   
Figures one to three (bellow) depict the frequency with which articles 
elaborating the Mongrel Metaphor appeared in The Bulletin in 1901, 1910, 
and 1920 respectively.  The vast majority of editions of The Bulletin published 
in each of these years carried several articles consistent with the Mongrel 
Metaphor, and very few editions appeared with no elaboration of the Mongrel 
Metaphor.  The frequency with which articles elaborating the Mongrel 
Metaphor appeared in these years illustrates that it was common in the 
popular discourse about whiteness and the White Australia Policy in The 
Bulletin.
89 This sample is not intended to provide ‘scientific proof’.  It does indicate that the Mongrel 
Metaphor is apparent in articles published in The Bulletin throughout the first decades of the 
twentieth century.  The three sample years were chosen simply to illustrate this point. 
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Figure 3 
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These graphs indicate that, in three particular years, a large number of 
articles expressed sentiments consistent with the Mongrel Metaphor each 
month.   
Some contextual information is necessary to give meaning to the figures 
depicted.  In 1901 The Bulletin tended to range from thirty-two to thirty-eight 
pages.  These pages contained many advertisements, which were not 
examined.  However, most of the ‘non-creative’90 content of each edition was 
considered with reference to the Mongrel Metaphor.  Due to the close control 
of some editors of The Bulletin, much of the content is ‘editorial’ in nature.  
There was little content that presented ‘factual’ information without also 
expressing opinion and argument.  Both Lawson (1978) and Docker (1991: 
64) argue that The Bulletin did not simply try to present ‘the truth’, but that in 
its seriocomic mode it endeavoured to “argue, discuss, worry at, juxtapose, 
annoy, challenge, provoke”.  True to these arguments, most of the content of 
The Bulletin was not attributed to an author, and many pieces that were 
obviously based on submissions from readers were not attributed to a named 
individual.  Many of these submissions were clearly edited, truncated, and 
 
90 I considered content that could be considered ‘articles’ rather than short stories, poems, 
and cartoons.  However, I did include letters and other ‘non-creative’, opinion pieces, 
submitted to The Bulletin.
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commented upon.  The Bulletin contained several regular sections in 1901: 
The Red Page, usually one page of commentary on verse and literature; one 
page of lead or feature articles (one or two opinion pieces); Plain English, one 
page of opinion and commentary, including submissions from readers, and 
extracts from other newspapers, comprised of approximately ten to fifteen 
segments; Sundry Shows, one page listing and discussing entertainment such 
as theatre; Wildcat Column, one page of financial news and commentary; 
Political Points, one page of explicitly political commentary; Sporting notions, 
one page of sports news and commentary; At Poverty Point, a half to one 
page column; Society, two pages of current social affairs commentary; A 
Woman’s Letter, The Bulletin’s one page concession to women having 
something to contribute; Personal Items, one page of political commentary; a 
short story of approximately half a page; several poems; and, at least three 
pages of cartoons.  The articles analysed in this chapter come largely, though 
not exclusively, from the lead articles and Plain English sections.  While these 
sections were heavily opinionated, so was almost all of the content of the 
magazine.   
In each edition there were approximately two articles in the lead section and 
another thirteen in the Plain English section.  There were approximately four 
editions of The Bulletin per month (one per week).  Therefore, approximately 
sixty articles were published each month.  As can be seen from Figure 1, 
above, out of approximately sixty articles, I found that no month contained 
fewer than ten articles consistent with the Mongrel Metaphor, and in one 
month there were nearly thirty articles that were consistent with it. 
The format of The Bulletin did not change much between 1901 and 1910, 
although it did get a little longer, around forty-two pages per edition.  The 
same regular sections that featured in 1901 were also present in 1910.  
However, some of them had expanded.  The Plain English section grew to 
take up approximately one and a half pages, but continued to contain around 
thirteen segments, and the Wildcat Column expanded to two pages.  There 
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was also an additional segment, Melbourne Chatter, a one-page opinion 
based column that discussed Melbourne society. 
Like in 1901, there were approximately two articles in each lead section and 
another thirteen in each Plain English section in the weekly editions of The 
Bulletin in 1910.  Again, approximately sixty articles were closely considered 
each month, and as indicated in Figure 2 above, I found that no month 
contained fewer than ten articles consistent with the Mongrel Metaphor, and 
there were often over fifteen. 
By 1920 The Bulletin had expanded to over fifty pages.  This expansion can 
be attributed, in part, to increased advertising.  However, many of the regular 
sections (the same as those in 1910) had also expanded.  Plain English took 
up nearly two pages, and contained around fourteen segments, and the lead 
section often took up more than one page and contained three or four 
articles.   
There were approximately three articles in the lead section and another 
fourteen in the Plain English section in each edition of The Bulletin in 1920, 
and approximately four editions per month (one per week).  Therefore, 
approximately sixty-eight articles were closely considered each month.  Figure 
3, above, indicates that out of these sixty or seventy articles, I found that no 
month contained fewer than seven articles consistent with the Mongrel 
Metaphor, and one month contained twenty-four. 
Therefore, it is clear that the Mongrel Metaphor was present and pervasive in 
The Bulletin, in these three years.  I argue that the data for these years 
suggests that the Mongrel Metaphor was pervasive in The Bulletin throughout 
the first decades of the twentieth century.  Figures four, five and six (below) 
illustrate the prevalence with which the first article in editions of The Bulletin 
elaborated the Mongrel Metaphor in the same three years.   
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Figure 6 
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As discussed above, there were several articles in the lead section of The 
Bulletin in each edition.  Figures four to six only consider the very first article 
of each edition for each of those years.  The lead article did not draw the 
same sort of attention as front-page articles tend to in today’s newspapers – 
there were no big headlines.  However, the first article in each addition 
arguably occupies a space of prominence or significance, and is perhaps more 
likely to be read than subsequent articles.  
The data presented in these six graphs demonstrates that the Mongrel 
Metaphor was present and common in The Bulletin in the first decades of the 
twentieth century.  These graphs are not offered as ‘scientific proof’ of the 
Mongrel Metaphor but as evidence that it was prevalent in The Bulletin.
Elaborations of the Mongrel Metaphor were clearly ubiquitous in the popular 
discourse of immigration and national identity as is appears in The Bulletin in 
early post-federation Australia. 
 
4.2 Political implications of the Mongrel Metaphor
The Mongrel Metaphor provided a relatively scientific vocabulary with which 
people could make authoritative-sounding arguments for keeping Australia 
white.  There was a concern with the population of Australia, its health, 
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longevity, potential for progress and success.91 This concern is evident in 
each article of The Bulletin that elaborates the Mongrel Metaphor.  Race and 
immigration were inseparable from concerns about national identity and a 
‘national type’.  Articles of The Bulletin present arguments for the benefits of 
pursuing a pure white population in Australia in the same ways that 
arguments were made about why putting ‘lesser’ sheep in the same paddock 
as a flock of merinos would adversely effect wool production.  For example, 
The Bulletin published an excerpt of a letter from an ‘Englishman’ in India.  
This excerpt suggested that Indians should be permitted entry to Australia as 
they are British subjects.  The Bulletin responded by arguing that whatever 
their political allegiances, white people can come to Australia, contribute, and 
prosper without damaging the pure whiteness of the Australian population.  
However, “the most loyal Hindoo that ever grovelled to the Crown may come 
here, and if his son marries a local girl (Heaven help her!) his grandson will 
simply be a mongrel” (The Bulletin, 30 November 1901: 7).   
Conflating the differences amongst human races with those of animal breeds 
the Mongrel Metaphor both produced meaning and influenced the linkage of 
phrases that were inadmissible and impeded different modes of 
understanding from arising.  The Mongrel Metaphor effected which 
statements made sense and which did not.  This is consistent with the later 
philosophy of Jean-Françoise Lyotard, who tells us that language governs the 
types of phrases that can be linked together (Lyotard 1988: 84 #142).  For 
Lyotard, after a certain phrase, or type of phrase, the subsequent phrase is 
limited (Lyotard 1988: 80 #136).  Because language functions this way there 
must always be a phrase (and silence is accepted, by Lyotard, as a phrase) 
but the question of which phrase, or rather what can be put into phrases, is 
limited.  The Mongrel Metaphor governed the language of race closely.  It 
made sense to speak of human difference in the words of the difference 
between breeds of animals.  Other phrase linkages or modes of thought did 
 
91 See Foucault (1978: 139-41) Part 5, particularly his description of “bio-power” for a more 
complete discussion of the problem of ‘population’. 
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not yield the same scientific veracity or authority as those borrowed from the 
well-known domain of animal husbandry.   
The Mongrel Metaphor allowed miscegenation to be understood as worse 
than all else.  A ‘purebred’ member of the ‘lowest’ race was thought better 
and considered to possess more virtuous characteristics than someone of 
mixed racial background.  As ‘Henry’ (1901: 7) argued in a letter published in 
The Bulletin in 1901, “[T]he poor half-caste”, is worse even than his “semi-
savage father and…degraded white mother”.  The esteem that pure-bred 
members of ‘lower races’ were held in, compared to ‘mongrels’, is evident in 
attitudes towards ‘full-blood’ or ‘tribal’ and ‘half-caste’ Aboriginal Australians.  
Indigenous Australians were widely believed to be among the lowest races in 
the evolutionary hierarchy – belonging to the ‘old stone-age’ (Attwood 2003: 
145).  ‘Full-bloods’ were accorded some respect, in an anthropological type of 
way, as the dying remnants of a by-gone age, as ‘noble-savages’.  ‘Half-
castes’, on the other hand, were considered not to be properly Aboriginal and 
thus were denied their Aboriginality, and the culture and scant rights that 
went with this (Attwood 2003: 5, 25, 145).  As a result many were forced 
onto reserves or missions, or were taken from their families according to a 
belief that as they were not really Aboriginal they could be assimilated  
(Macintyre 1993: 317).  However, being too white to be black (Huggins 1998: 
143) for the authorities and too black to be white for the broader population, 
half-caste Aboriginal Australians had their Aboriginal culture taken from them 
and were not welcomed into the white Australian culture.  They were thus in 
a position worse than their cousins on both sides.   
The Mongrel Metaphor allowed whiteness to be idealised as a pedigree.  
Whiteness was associated with all manner of virtuous traits from civilisation to 
intelligence, physical and artistic capacity to bravery and valour; and, white 
Australians were represented in The Bulletin as “vastly superior to all other 
races on earth” (The Bulletin, 19 February 1920: 7).  Any racial mixing was 
presented as a path to a population with less than desirable traits.  It was 
argued, in the popular discourse of White Australia as it appears in The 
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Bulletin, that mongrel progeny could be the downfall of Australia: “there is a 
very real danger of an Australian-born mongrel population” (Henry 1901: 7).   
 
The first entailment of the Mongrel Metaphor produced a linkage between 
scientific/biological characteristics92 and social/cultural characteristics93 of 
individual members of particular races.  This is evident in an excerpt of a 
letter published in The Bulletin, in which a (unnamed) self-confessed 
churchgoer complained about preachers arguing against the White Australia 
Policy.  The Bulletin’s response to the excerpt supported the submission, 
saying:  “It isn’t the color, but the habits that generally go along with the 
color, that cause a line to be drawn” (The Bulletin, 3 December 1903: 9).  If, 
for example, you had a broad, flat nose you might be identified as black.  If 
you were perceived to be black, you would be expected to be lazy.  Some 
things were indicative of race, like facial/physical features; these were evident 
in individuals due to membership of a particular race and were used to 
identify racial membership.  Other things were characteristics of race; these 
were attributed in varying degrees to individuals of particular races through 
discourse and could be used to develop expectations of individuals drawn 
from the ‘knowledge’ of their racial membership.  At a glance an individual 
could be assigned to a racial group, then particular behaviours could be 
expected based on the traits of that race. 
In the popular discourse of the White Australia Policy found in The Bulletin it 
is apparent that authors believed that they could identify people of different 
races, and they understood that individuals of different races expressed 
social/cultural (metaphorically racial) characteristics to different extents.  This 
accords with the Mongrel Metaphor.  Compare, for example, a statement from 
the source domain such as: “[d]almatians have a stable, outgoing nature” 
(Burke 1997); with this one from the target domain: “Americans are poor 
film-actors when compared with the more emotional and mobile-featured latin 
 
92 I am thinking here of ‘observable’ physical characteristics. 
93 In this case I refer to behavioural patterns and preferences. 
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races” (The Bulletin, 22 July 1920: 6).  It has always been possible for a white 
man to be considered lazy.  However, in articles of The Bulletin laziness was 
not a racial characteristic of whiteness.  Recall the previous chapter in which I 
discussed the classification of non-white people as always and already 
undesirable immigrants: black people (Indigenous Australians and others 
considered ‘black’) were considered lazy in the popular discourse in the same 
way that they were considered to be undesirable in the official discourse.  
Non-white people were expected to express inferior, dangerous, inauspicious, 
or iniquitous characteristics.  Individual white people could be lazy (or express 
other less than virtuous traits), just as they could be prohibited immigrants, 
but a white person’s laziness would be understood as an anomalous individual 
characteristic or due to racial degradation from close contact with non-white 
people (by a kind of osmosis).  The non-white person’s laziness was 
presented as a racial characteristic.   
A lazy white person might be considered an aberration, to be suffering a 
personal failing (not living up to their potential), expressing miscegenation, or 
perhaps as warning of what could happen if whiteness is exposed to non-
whiteness.  For example, in a lead article, arguing for economic protection, 
increased British immigration, and production of goods in Australia, an author 
in The Bulletin wrote: the “Russian, though he is a white man isn’t exactly in 
the van of affairs.  …He didn’t lose his white color, but he lost some of his 
white characteristics” (The Bulletin, 15 January 1914: 6).  The author 
attributed this to Tartar influence in Russia.  The expression of laziness by a 
white person was considered a peculiar characteristic of an individual or group 
rather than a racial characteristic of whiteness, or as evidence of racial 
admixture or exposure to the influence of an ‘inferior’ race.  However, the 
laziness of a black person was understood as the inevitable expression of a 
racial attribute and as proof for arguments supporting racial exclusion.   
 
The second entailment of the Mongrel Metaphor, is elaborated such that some 
races are understood to be ‘better’ than others – the white races being the 
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‘best’.  While The Bulletin tended to encourage British immigration before any 
other, there was some tension regarding whether the British or the Australian 
was the best of the ‘white races’.  However, the staunch nationalism and 
dislike of British cultural imperialism in The Bulletin (Docker 1991: 67) usually 
led to the white Australian being presented as the best.   
In The Bulletin to be of pure white ‘stock’ was represented as an ideal.  An 
article from 1901, arguing that Kanaka labour in Queensland was a ‘black 
smudge’ on white Australia, clearly expressed the ideal of white purity, 
reminding readers of “a most vital principle of Australian welfare – the Purity 
of the White Breed” (The Bulletin, 6 April 1901: 6).  However, racial purity 
was so important that even a ‘pedigree’ non-white person was better than a 
mongrel born of racial admixture.  This is consistent with both the third and 
fourth entailments of the Mongrel Metaphor, and is evident in a short article 
from the Plain English section of The Bulletin, in which an excerpt from a 
letter submitted by the Chinese Consulate in New Zealand was printed with 
editorial commentary from The Bulletin. The Chinese Consulate argued that 
due to their isolation, Indigenous Australians had become almost extinct.  The 
Bulletin responded by arguing the opposite, that it was only due to interaction 
with other races that Indigenous Australians were in decline: “while Binghi 
[the Indigenous Australian] was permitted to carry out a ‘philosophical idea of 
isolation,’ he was alive; he only began to die when he began to have 
intercourse with a nation of a different color” (The Bulletin, 27 March 1913: 
7).  A similar sentiment is expressed in an earlier article, in which The Bulletin 
argues that most Australians had developed a desire to deal ‘kindly’ with the 
‘primitives’ of the land, but that this was complicated by interaction between 
races.  The article argued that “the presence of the Kanaka, the Hindoo, the 
Chinese, and the Malay makes his [Indigenous Australians’] doom certain” 
(The Bulletin, 14 December 1901: 9).  In these two excerpts Indigenous 
Australians were considered sufficiently robust to survive if they could retain 
their racial purity.  Their decline was attributed to their interaction with racial 
others, the more ‘others’ in Australia the more certain their decline.  ‘Pure’ 
Indigenous Australians, “the primitive inhabitants of the land” (The Bulletin,
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14 December 1901: 9), were presented as hierarchically superior to mongrels 
of mixed race.  The Mongrel Metaphor established the conditions of possibility 
for the attribution of value to racial purity (or pedigree), and the dominant 
belief that white people were vastly and naturally superior to all others.  This 
allowed an idealisation of pure whiteness (as a pedigree) to emerge. 
The Mongrel Metaphor allowed it to be rational to value a person of ‘pure’ 
(read pedigree) whiteness more highly than a person of ‘mixed racial’ 
background (read mongrel).  Whiteness was considered better than non-
whiteness because of the virtuous traits inherent to whiteness, but purity was 
more important because a mongrel who appeared to be white could still be a 
mongrel.  This belief is evident in a lead article, in which The Bulletin argued 
against the unity of the world’s workers.  Taking the line that unity would 
imply equality, The Bulletin argued that this would be “treason to civilisation” 
because racial difference means that not all people are equal.  With reference 
to ‘white mongrels’ The Bulletin suggested that in “Eastern Europe, where the 
blood is tainted…the mental state of the people…is probably lower than where 
it was 1400 years ago” (The Bulletin, 22 April 1920: 6).  Eastern Europeans 
were more or less white, their membership of the white race was uncertain, 
but if they were not white they were close.  However, regardless of 
appearances, due to racial admixture their whiteness was insecure.  It was 
obvious to contributors to The Bulletin that “[n]o clean white race wants to 
see itself become semi-negro or Chow, or partially Polish Jew, or half Mongol-
Russian-Bolshevik” (The Bulletin, 3 July 1919: 7).  In this article, a series of 
riots in England were attributed to the “grim suspicion” that “the English 
people were turning half-caste”.   
In the popular discourse of White Australia in The Bulletin white people were 
the bearers of virtues that racial others could not possess, “[t]he average 
nig., [sic] no matter what his age, is simply a child, and has to be treated as a 
child” (The Bulletin, 15 May 1919: 7).  Pedigree whiteness was an ideal; white 
people were considered to have valuable attributes that were 
incommensurable with racial otherness: 
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In every industry in which the nigger enters in large numbers…he 
reduces wages and the white man must either come down to his 
wages or leave the industry.  …he can only come down to the 
nigger’s level of cheapness by living as the nigger does….  Being a 
white man he objects to this kind of competition.  (The Bulletin, 3
December 1903: 9) 
Australia was represented as no place for a mongrel population.  In the 
articles of The Bulletin in the first decades of the twentieth century it is clear 
that Australians were very proud of their pedigree.  Australians felt the right 
to be proud because, as authors contributing to The Bulletin wrote, Australia 
was considered home to a remarkably homogenous white population (the 
existence of an Indigenous population was widely overlooked).  Articles in 
The Bulletin present the white racial purity of Australia as a quality providing 
Australia with a potential unavailable throughout much of the old-world where 
most nations had some level of racial admixture.  However, this purity is 
represented as needing constant and vigorous protection, as is evident in an 
article that argued for hard labour for an Customs Officer found to have 
assisted undesirable immigrants to enter Australia: “If the White Australia 
ideal is not worth being preserved by drastic measures it is not worth 
preservation at all” (The Bulletin, 9 October 1913: 7).  Due to the fear of 
miscegenation, the luxury of a homogenous white population was not only to 
be celebrated but also pursued and protected. 
The Mongrel Metaphor allowed people to understand their fear of 
miscegenation in a way that was not only culturally and linguistically 
acceptable but that appeared grounded in scientific truth.  For generations 
humans had been identifying the traits of various species and breeds of 
animals.  The cultural significance of rural workers in Australia gave this 
‘common knowledge’ (of farmers and graziers) particular support in the wider 
Australian consciousness, and many of The Bulletin’s contributors were 
bushmen.  David Walker (2003: 38) argues that the “rural male in the form of 
the bushman was represented as the key to the defence of White Australia”.  
He describes how the bushman was “transformed from a figure of local 
interest into an exemplar of the defiant White Man….  The entire white world 
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had been given a reason to support and sustain the Australian bushman, the 
herald of a new race” (2003: 38).  
Crossbreeding is still used by farmers and others to enhance certain 
characteristics or ‘breed-out’ others in a breed or a flock.  This process is 
scientific; the results are verifiable; the use value is real.  By way of 
conducting animal husbandry according to these techniques, and attributing 
value to particular characteristics, breeds become specialised to such an 
extent that some could be considered superior to others for certain 
tasks/purposes or in certain conditions.  Those with verifiable bloodlines –
pedigree animals – can be considered superior in general to those of mixed 
backgrounds – mongrels.  Each pedigree animal has a documented heredity, 
which can be examined, to ensure the best available stock.  A pedigree 
animal is the offspring of two pedigree animals of the same breed. Thus each 
pedigree animal has generations of selective breeding to ensure its quality – 
one can confidently expect a pedigree animal to express certain general 
characteristics.  The Mongrel Metaphor transferred this knowledge to the 
domain of human racial difference.  The deployment of this metaphorical 
configuration allowed people to rationally argue that whiteness was superior 
(in general, but also in terms of the possession of specific qualities – these 
happened to be those qualities which were considered of most fundamental 
importance and of greatest value) and to discuss at a pseudo-scientific level 
the harmful effects of racial admixture.  If the political content of this 
metaphor is overlooked and the similarities between animal breeding stock 
and human racial difference are accepted as true, then it becomes clear that 
care must be taken to ensure that deleterious unions are avoided.  The 
deployment of the Mongrel Metaphor hindered the capacity of people to think 
about the interaction between different human races in ways that were 
incompatible with the powerful metaphorical configuration of the Mongrel 
Metaphor.   
Metaphor is both productive and constraining; it produces an understanding 
of some ‘thing’ by employing the language used in reference to another thing, 
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and concurrently limits the sense of other ideas.  Structuring metaphors entail 
particular relations that govern what phrases make sense when linked.  Hence 
the belief in the danger of mixing races in terms of the attributes that the 
offspring would inherit.  Mongrel progeny were derided and attributes specific 
to the mixture were considered inevitable: “[w]herever the white man has 
degenerated badly it is possible to trace the colored admixture” (The Bulletin,
15 January 1914: 6).  The knowledge, from the source domain, that 
characteristics were inherent to races, supported this understanding.  Thus it 
was rational and sensible for virtuous traits to be ascribed to whiteness and 
for pedigree whiteness to be understood as an ideal.   
Miscegenation was so feared that it was believed to threaten whiteness – 
whiteness could be corrupted by exposure to otherness.  In fact, some 
believed that whiteness would inevitably be corrupted if there was any 
significant interaction with racial otherness.  In The Bulletin, even the 
presence of non-white labourers was represented as threatening to 
whiteness.  This is evident in a lead article, which argued that white and 
coloured labour cannot exist side-by-side due to both the danger of mongrel 
progeny, and the deleterious effects on the white labourer: “[h]ow can he 
[the white man] descend to their level of life without descending to their level 
of civilisation – without losing his white value, his white attributes, and 
becoming a kind of ‘white nigger’ himself?” (The Bulletin, 25 May 1901: 7).  
While the result would be worse if racial bloodlines were mixed, in the 
elaboration of the Mongrel Metaphor a white person need not even have 
mixed blood, but only be exposed to the influence of otherness, to become a 
mongrel.  The poorer qualities of the inferior ‘stock’ could overwhelm the 
virtuous qualities of the superior ‘bloodline’ if racial admixture was allowed: 
Generally, wide crossings in humanity produce mongrels with the 
vices not the virtues of their parents.  Closer crossings produce an 
approach to the hybrid that in the first generation may have more 
ability than the parents….  But in later generations the quality of 
the hybrid declines, and the inferior of the two crossed ancestors 
appears pure, having submerged the other strain.  (The Bulletin,
26 February 1920: 8) 
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Without giving too much thought to the contradiction inherent in the belief 
that the ‘superior’ strain would be subsumed by the ‘inferior’ strain, the above 
excerpt is a classic elaboration of the Mongrel Metaphor.  In animal 
husbandry it might be wise to experiment with the interbreeding of stock in 
order to improve a bloodline.  If the results were not an improvement the 
mongrel offspring could easily be ‘dealt with’ with no damage to the pedigree 
(pure, perfect) stock.  However, when moral weight is given to the traits 
associated with humans, to experiment in such a way with pedigree human 
stock was out of the question.  This is clear in a lead article in which cheap 
migrants are discouraged because of the benefits of unity and social cohesion 
that are possible with a racially pure population.  In this article, pure 
whiteness was an ideal – “the Race which is…the source of all greatness” 
(The Bulletin, 15 January 1914: 7).  There could be no excuse for trying to 
improve the white race through interbreeding.  It was argued in The Bulletin 
that such experimentation would only bring deleterious effects: “they know 
that the mixture of races is a disaster” (The Bulletin, 26 November 1914: 6).  
The pure white breeds were considered too precious to even be potentially 
contaminated with inferior traits,  “[i]t is unwise to experiment with mixed 
races, especially when there is no need for it” (The Bulletin, 24 June 1920: 6).  
There was no need for it because the white races, especially in Australia, 
were represented in The Bulletin as the best that they could be. 
 
The Mongrel Metaphor structured discourse in a particular way and had 
particular noticeable effects.  Whiteness was thought of, and valued, as a 
pedigree show-dog.  The smallest mixture of inferior ‘stock’ and the 
population of Australia would be mongrels and worthless – the bloodline 
would be lost, and once lost could not be recovered.  Therefore, through the 
deployment of the Mongrel Metaphor in the popular discourse of White 
Australia found in The Bulletin, whiteness was produced as an ideal to be 
sought, the purity of which had to be protected. 
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Before concluding this chapter it is important to note some complexities 
involved in the Mongrel Metaphor.  I have argued that mongrels are 
considered worthless in relation to their pedigree counterparts.  However, the 
value of mongrels is not as simple as this.  In a range of contexts, particularly 
farming, crossbred or ‘mongrel’ animals play a significant role.  For example, 
‘working dogs’ are often cross bred from animals that show aptitude at farm 
work with little regard for their ‘breed’.  However, while the work of these 
animals allows farms to operate, and they are valued for that, they are 
attributed a use-value.  A pedigree animal, on the other hand, need not show 
any capacity to work the farm for it to be attributed a special status.  In fact, 
being especially valuable, a particular pedigree animal might not be subjected 
to farm work due to the risks involved.   
There is also the issue that ‘new breeds’ can be developed and recognised 
after a number of generations of selective cross breeding.  Many of the most 
valuable stock in Australian farming (like ‘drought master’ cattle) fall into this 
category.  However, my argument in this chapter is not that cross breeding 
cannot have positive results but that in the metaphorical transfer from animal 
husbandry to human racial interaction miscegenation is produced as 
something to be feared and avoided, while racial purity is produced as an 
ideal. 
 
4.3 Conclusion 
In this chapter I have demonstrated how the Mongrel Metaphor produced 
‘pure’ whiteness as an ideal.  The pursuit and protection of pure racial 
whiteness is enmeshed within relations of dominance.  Whiteness is produced 
in relation to non-whiteness as an ideal that is worth excluding or even 
eliminating ‘others’ to protect.  The mere presence of non-white people is 
represented in The Bulletin during the period of the White Australia Policy as 
something to be avoided at any cost and the non-white other was excluded 
from the emerging Australian identity.  The capacities for non-white people to 
access Australian identity were eliminated by the idealisation of pedigree 
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whiteness and denigration of racial miscegenation.  These exclusionary 
relations are akin to the types of power relations that Foucault called 
domination.  These relations of domination produced white people as 
dominant subjects with explicit access to a range of privileges in the 
Australian nation that were absolutely unavailable to the excluded and 
dominated non-white other. 
This concludes my examination of the production of whiteness in the 
discourses of the White Australia Policy.  The next chapter begins Part 3, my 
analysis of the production of whiteness and of racialised power relations in 
the discourses of Multiculturalism.  This allows me to develop an 
understanding of how whiteness has become normal in Australia. 
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Chapter 5: Official discourse of Multiculturalism - the 
centring of whiteness through the proliferation of 
difference
the rhetoric of multiculturalism as a strategy…displays a fixation 
with ethnicity as something that belongs to the “other” alone; thus 
white ethnicity is not under question, and retains its “centered” 
position as the reference point. (Bloom 1994: 23) 
White politicians will talk about White interests but will couch the 
discussion in terms of the Australian people in general, or the 
interests of the nation, as a way of normalising whiteness… 
(Moreton-Robinson 1998b) 
In Part 2 of this thesis I analysed discourses of the White Australia Policy, and 
found that whiteness was produced as dominant.  Under the White Australia 
Policy ideal Australians were necessarily white.  As Stratton (1998: 33) 
argues: “In the time of the White Australia policy, the discourse of race was 
used to delimit membership of the Australian population”.   
This part of the thesis, Part 3, focuses on how discourses of Multiculturalism 
effected the meaning of whiteness in Australia from 1975 to 1988.  Al Grassby 
was the Immigration Minister in Gough Whitlam’s Australian Labor Party (ALP) 
government, and is credited as first using the term ‘multiculturalism’ in the 
Australian context.  A policy of multiculturalism had been developed in 
Canada and in 1973 Grassby introduced Multiculturalism to Australia as a 
policy of the ALP government.  Multiculturalism was articulated as a self-
conscious rejection of racial discrimination and represents a departure from 
policy that explicitly discriminates on the basis of race.   
With the shift from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism the power 
relations constituting whiteness changed from being characterised by 
domination to those of (Foucauldian) government (see Hindess 1996: 96-
113).  Under Multiculturalism, whiteness shifted from functioning as an 
imperative to operating as a norm.     
This chapter analyses the changes in the meaning/positioning of whiteness in 
Australia through an examination of texts that contributed to the official 
discourse of Multiculturalism.  There are four main sections.  The first (5.1) 
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introduces Australian Multiculturalism and discusses the significance of the 
dramatic discursive “leap” (Dutton 2002: 81) from the White Australia Policy 
to the policy of Multiculturalism94. This sets the context of the analysis that 
follows.  The second section (5.2) describes the key texts that provide much 
of the primary data analysed in this chapter: Migrant services and programs: 
report of the Review of Post-arrival Programs and Services for Migrants 
known as the Galbally Report (Australia and Galbally 1978), Evaluation of 
Post-Arrival Programs and Services A Summary known as the AIMA Evaluation 
(AIMA 1982), and Don't settle for less: report of the Committee for stage 1 of 
the Review of Migrant and Multicultural Programs and Services, known as the 
Jupp Report (Australia 1986).  The third section (5.3) examines the ways that 
whiteness is positioned in these (and other) official texts.  This examination 
focuses on the analysis of discursive markers of difference in the official 
discourse of Multiculturalism.  The fourth section of the chapter (5.4) 
examines how ethnic migrants are positioned as in need of specialised 
support, and therefore as abnormal.  This allows me to demonstrate how 
whiteness is produced as normal in the official discourse of Multiculturalism.     
In the context of Multicultural Australia white people experience less explicit 
privilege than they did under the White Australia Policy.  White privilege in 
Multicultural Australia is associated with being normal and thus the power 
relations are insidious rather than explicit and exclusionary.  In Multicultural 
Australia the ‘other’ is included but marginalised.  As Elizabeth Spelman 
(1988: 163) argues, “the language of ‘inclusion’…is always highly revealing of 
the power of those who might ‘include’ others”.  In this chapter I analyse how 
‘having the power to include’ contributes to the normalisation of whiteness in 
Australia.   
 
94 Both the White Australia Policy and Multiculturalism were broad policies, neither one was 
strictly an immigration policy.  In this chapter I examine the almost simultaneous emergence 
of Multiculturalism and a non-discriminatory immigration policy.  Multiculturalism and the 
policy of non-discrimination share “interlinking logics” (Dutton 2002) and map the policy 
domain in which the official discourse I am concerned with is deployed.  
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5.1 Background to Australian Multiculturalism
The White Australia Policy slowly began to weaken after World War II, 
however, it continued to govern immigration policy until it was finally replaced 
by Multiculturalism in the mid-1970s95. After WWII Australia began to accept 
migrants from a broader range of countries than it had traditionally.  
However, these migrants remained more-or-less white and ‘racial 
homogeneity’ was still pursued.  While the migrants were mostly European, 
‘white’96, and ‘racially homogenous’, they were becoming ethnically diverse.  
Administrators began to acknowledge the growing ethnic diversity within 
Australia, and that with this ethnic diversity came cultural diversity 
(Hollinsworth 1998).  This acknowledgement helped to establish the 
conditions of possibility for Multiculturalism to emerge.   
The 1950s and 1960s saw an increase in ‘cosmopolitan aspirations’, a 
broadening recognition of the concept of human rights, and a growing belief 
in racial equality and non-discrimination (Dutton 2002: 70).  This accelerated 
in the 1960s and 1970s and clearly had an impact in Australia.  Blainey (1994: 
216-23) argues that “publicly liberated” “feminists and homosexuals”, counter 
culture, and anti-imperialist feelings took hold in this period.  Around this time 
the phenomenon of de-colonisation also grew strong (Blainey 1994: 218) – 
the United Nations established a Special Committee on Decolonisation in 
1961.  Multiculturalism can, therefore, be seen as contributing to and affected 
by the ascendancy, in Australia, of a regime of truth associated with new 
middle-class and cosmopolitan sensibilities (Cathcart and Clark 1995: 650; 
Blainey 1994: 213; White 1981: 168).  This regime of truth is distinctly 
different to the one prominent in the period of the White Australia Policy. 
 
95 For a more detailed discussion of this transitional period see Jupp 1998: 116-119. 
96 In the period 1959-1970 immigrants from places other than the UK, and Northern Europe 
accounted for 40.8% of the settler migrant intake.  If we exclude also those from Southern 
Europe and Northern America (the majority of whom would have been granted access at 
least toward the end of the reign of the White Australia Policy) we are left with 11.3% of the 
immigrants in this period – 11.3 % of migrants settling in Australia between 1959 and 1970 
were not from the UK, Europe or North America. Statistics from Table 6, Australian Population 
and Immigration Council. (1977). Immigration policies and Australia's population : a green 
paper. Canberra, A.G.P.S.. 
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The most significant ‘transitional’ policy change from the White Australia 
Policy to Multiculturalism was the passage of the Migration Act 1958, which 
not only replaced the Immigration Restriction Act but, importantly, abandoned 
the infamous Dictation Test.  However, strict control of immigration was 
retained at that time and there was “no right of appeal against the minister’s 
decision” (Yarwood and Knowling 1982: 288).  Immigration policies continued 
to ‘covertly’ hold to the superiority of British cultural practices (Castles 1992: 
55).  A cursory examination of the short-lived policies of assimilation (from 
the end of WWII to the mid-1960s) and integration (from the mid-1960s to 
the early 1970s) demonstrates the continuing importance of the White 
Australia Policy during the ‘transitional’ period, right through to 1973 when it 
was formally replaced.   
Under the policy of assimilation migrants were selected according to their 
ability to ‘assimilate’ to the ‘Australian way of life’ or become Australian.  
White (1981: 160) argues that assimilation was used to discriminate against 
migrants, that it was “simply a formula for expressing a general prejudice 
against outsiders and a distaste for non-conformity, all migrants could be 
criticised for failing to adopt ‘the Australian Way of Life’”.  The perceived 
ability to ‘become Australian’, and therefore the selection of migrants, was 
racially grounded (see Castles 1992: 45-51).  Assimilation continued to 
explicitly pursue racial homogeneity, and included classes on how to be an 
“Aussie” (Hollinsworth 1998: 243).  Castles (1992: 45) argues that it 
reinforced a sense of homogeneity and “the sense of superiority of the 
Anglophone population”.  In fact, assimilation can be interpreted as a ‘non-
policy’ in the sense that ‘new Australians’ were expected to conform to all 
Australian cultural norms, and discard their language and other ‘cultural 
baggage’ (Collins 1991: 228; Hollinsworth 1998: 243).  
Assimilation was also applied to Indigenous Australians in this period.  It was 
aimed at erasing their distinct cultural identity and making Indigenous people 
become ‘Australians’, or think and act as white people (Curthoys 2000:25).  
The removal of Indigenous children from their families, which gave rise to the 
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‘stolen generation’, is an example of this policy in action.  Removing 
Indigenous children from their families and placing them in white institutions 
and families was supposed to teach them to think and act as white people 
(Galligan and Roberts 2004: 169).   
Assimilation was used to deal with the arrival of the first significant numbers 
of visibly non-British immigrants.  In 1952 Japanese wives of Australian 
servicemen were permitted to enter Australia (initially only under permits for 
a maximum of five years).  From 1956, ‘Operation Reunion’ resulted in the 
arrival of approximately 30,000 migrants from “Yugoslavia, Poland, Hungry, 
USSR, Romania, Czechoslovakia, and Bulgaria” (Australia Dept. of 
Immigration and Multicultural Affairs. Statistics Section. 2001: 5).  In 1959 
Australian citizens were allowed to “sponsor non-European spouses and 
unmarried minor children for migration” (Australia Dept. of Immigration and 
Multicultural Affairs. Statistics Section. 2001: 5).   
The policy of integration replaced the policy of assimilation (Galligan and 
Roberts 2004: 73; Hollinsworth 1998: 243).  It operated from the mid 1960s 
until the early 1970s when it was replaced by Multiculturalism.  In the late 
1960s a small number of non-European migrants were admitted into 
Australia, which deviated from strict adherence to the White Australia Policy 
(White 1981: 169).  However, integration was not much more than a policy of 
time-delayed assimilation.  Under integration, the goal of assimilation into the 
‘mainstream’ of Australian culture remained (Castles 1992: 52).  There was 
some recognition that migrants might not be able to assimilate immediately 
but with time they were expected to.  Andrew Markus (1994: 175) argues 
that while assimilation remained the long-term goal under integration it was 
accepted that some migrants might not be able to assimilate in the first 
generation and it was “conceded that ethnic community organisations 
performed a useful role”.  
In 1966 Australia became a signatory to the International Convention on the 
Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. Jupp (1998: 117) argues 
that foreign policy considerations were the most important factors leading to 
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this convention being signed and eventually in ending the exclusion of non-
European migrants.   
Gough Whitlam led the ALP to power in 1972, after being in Opposition for 
twenty-three years.  This event most directly signals the shift from the White 
Australia Policy to Multiculturalism.  In 1973 the new ALP Government 
introduced a non-discriminatory immigration policy (Australia 1986: 24).  It is 
commonly held that this policy of non-discrimination had bipartisan support 
from the time it emerged.  However, the radical departure that this policy 
embodied did not receive universal support immediately.   
In 1973 Country Party Member for Wimmera, Mr King, distinguished the 
Opposition’s policy from the Government’s, stating: “Our goal is a 
homogeneous population” (CPD, HR, 1973: 444).  This comment clearly 
shows that bipartisan support for a non-discriminatory immigration policy had 
not been achieved at that stage – homogeneity and non-discriminatory 
immigration are mutually exclusive goals.  The continuing pursuit of 
homogeneity by some forces (particularly members of the federal 
parliamentary opposition) suggests a resistance to the policy of non-
discrimination and continuing resonance with the aims of the White Australia 
Policy.  David Dutton makes an important point regarding the deployment of 
the concept of homogeneity in the transitional period between the White 
Australia Policy and Multiculturalism.  He argues that homogeneity was used 
because it avoided explicit references to race but continued to imply the 
importance of race (Dutton 2002: 67).  This allowed policy makers to talk 
about immigration and national identity without mentioning race.  Dutton 
(2002: 70) argues that race remained central to understanding human 
difference throughout the 1960s and 1970s regardless of the growing belief in 
racial equality, non-discrimination, and the ability for different people to share 
language, culture, and lifestyle.  
While there was clearly not immediate bi-partisan support for the radical new 
non-discriminatory immigration policy there was growing parliamentary and 
popular belief in the moral wrong of racism and racial discrimination.  This 
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was associated with a wider emerging liberal concern with equality and 
human dignity (Dutton 2002: 70).  A post-war growth in middle-class 
sensibilities was, therefore, significant to the emergence of Multiculturalism 
(Curthoys 2000: 26-7).  In the 1970s Prime Minister Whitlam identified a ‘new 
nationalism’, which was linked to the promotion of a tolerant, Multicultural 
Australia (White 1981: 169).   
In 1973 Whitlam’s Minister for Immigration, Al Grassby, introduced the 
concept of Multiculturalism and its language and values to Australia from 
Canada (Grassby 1973).  Grassby first articulated the policy in his famous 
speech A Multicultural Society for the Future (Grassby 1973: 5), in which he 
described his vision for the ‘family of the nation’.  Grassby used this speech to 
outline his (and the Labor Government’s) concern to improve the welfare of 
non-English speaking (NES) migrants.  This concern arose because NES 
migrants had been identified as among the most disadvantaged groups in 
society (Galligan and Roberts 2004: 81).  Grassby (2001: 28) argued: “When 
I launched the policy [Multiculturalism] on behalf of the Labor government in 
1973, it was meant to be all inclusive….  The concept of the ‘dominant group’ 
was challenged by multiculturalism right from the time of its launch”.  At that 
time he argued (Grassby 1973: 5) that the “important thing is that all are 
committed to the good of all”.  However, Castles et al (1992) argue that 
bipartisan support for the policy of non-discrimination was not achieved until 
five years after that speech and was only expressed with the publication of 
the Galbally Report in 1978.   
While I argue that discourses of Multiculturalism have normalised whiteness 
this was certainly not the intent of the policy or a motivation for the political 
move from the White Australia Policy (exclusion) to Multicultural Australia 
(inclusion).  York et al (1996: 12) argue that the philosophy of 
Multiculturalism is about everyone, whether born in Australia or migrating to 
Australia, sharing responsibility for “the direction of our society and…it should 
be a society in which there is equality of opportunity and access regardless of 
ethnic origins”.   
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The passage of the Racial Discrimination Act in 1975 ratified the International 
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (1966),
which Australia had signed almost ten years previously.  This Act provided 
legislative support for the immigration policy of non-discrimination and is the 
most significant piece of legislation relating to the introduction of 
Multiculturalism.  The Racial Discrimination Act links the non-discriminatory 
immigration policy and Multiculturalism under the broader project of ending 
official discrimination on the basis of race in Australia.  Notably it was Prime 
Minister Whitlam who first conflated Multiculturalism and the non-
discriminatory immigration policy (Stratton 1998: 41).  However, while 
Whitlam may have begun this trend, Jupp argues that it was the Galbally 
Report (1978) that stabilised the link between Multiculturalism and 
immigration in Australia (Jupp and Australia 1996).  Whitlam’s successor, 
Malcolm Fraser97, commissioned that report.  His government turned the 
words and values of Whitlam’s government into significant Multicultural 
policies and practices.   
Under Prime Minister Fraser, Multiculturalism became a management 
strategy.  Policy makers had begun to accept a level of extant cultural 
diversity in Australia some years previously, and Multiculturalism developed as 
a strategy to manage this diversity.  White (1981: 168-9) argues that 
Multiculturalism was a convenient way to ‘cope with’ minorities being unable 
or unwilling to accept the “Australian Way of Life”.  The policy of 
Multiculturalism entails programmes to encourage tolerance or acceptance of 
diversity (see AIMA 1982).     
By 1975 there was significant bipartisan support for the non-discriminatory 
immigration policy.  It was in this space that Multiculturalism explicitly 
rejected the White Australia Policy and official notions of white racial 
superiority.  While there are always competing discourses, a discursive 
‘moment’ identified with Multiculturalism can be located here.    
 
97 Malcolm Fraser was Prime Minister of Australia from 1975 until 1983. 
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While I argue that the discursive moment that is interrogated in this Part of 
the thesis is identified by the dominance of Multiculturalism there are (and 
have been since its inception) competing discourses and strong critiques of 
this policy and its principles.  Most criticisms of Multiculturalism can be 
positioned either on the political ‘left’ or ‘right’.  Typically commentators from 
the political ‘left’ have criticised Multiculturalism for the continuing oppression 
of the migrant/ethnic working class, and tend to highlight the class issues that 
have been overlooked by Multiculturalism (see Jakubowicz 1984).  Many 
critics from the political left also argue that Multiculturalism’s focus on 
immigration and ethnic diversity continues to overlook or exclude Indigenous 
Australians (for example Hollinsworth 1998: 245-6).  People from the ‘right’ 
tend to offer criticisms that lead towards a nostalgic reminiscence for the 
mythical good-old-days before the emergence of the particular problems that 
they attribute to the presence of ethnic migrants or visible cultural diversity in 
Australia.  These criticisms tend to highlight the divisiveness, or threat to 
national unity or cohesion, that Multiculturalism is seen to represent (see 
Blainey 1984; and Hirst 1990).  Supporters of Multiculturalism tend to view it 
as an inclusive and forward-thinking means for managing diversity and 
enhancing society. 
There are also more philosophical arguments amongst those engaged with 
‘multiculturalism’ as a theory.  The debate between Will Kymlicka and 
Chandran Kukathas has been particularly prominent among these,98 and 
centres on the attribution of ‘group rights’ to minorities, which Kymlicka 
supports and Kukathas criticises.  Recent editions of the journal Ethnicities99 
have carried a debate between Gregor McLennan (2001) and Peter McLaren 
(2001), among others, about the validity of ‘critical multiculturalisms’. 
Overall, however, the radical and explicit shift from a racially discriminatory 
policy to an intentionally non-discriminatory policy is indicative and productive 
of the emergence of a new regime of truth.  The White Australia Policy was 
 
98 A ‘snapshot’ of this debate can be found in the following two articles: Kukathas (1992); 
and, Kymlicka (1992).  
99 See especially Vol 1(3), 2001. 
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founded on and supported a social Darwinian belief in a racial hierarchy.  
However, Multiculturalism supports and is supported by a modern liberal 
understanding of human equality.  This is evident in Multiculturalism’s 
emphasis on ‘positive liberty’, illustrated by Grassby’s (1973) concern for all 
people to have the opportunity to develop their personal potential.  The 
liberal scaffolding of Multiculturalism is further illustrated by its emphasis on 
the rights of people to achieve total participation in political and social 
systems and to practice their own culture (Australia 1986).  The shift from the 
White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism provides a new set of discursive 
power relations among which whiteness is located and by which whiteness is 
produced.  This discursive and policy shift, indicative of and contributing to 
the ascendance of a new regime of truth is, therefore, a productive site for 
analysing the changing meaning of whiteness.   
 
5.2 Key texts
Throughout this chapter I rely on a variety of documents for my analysis of 
official discourse of Multiculturalism.  However, three texts are central to the 
analysis in this chapter, and were chosen because of their significance to the 
official articulation, development, and practice of Multiculturalism in 
Australia.100 These are the Galbally Report (Australia and Galbally 1978), the 
AIMA Evaluation (AIMA 1982), and the Jupp Report (Australia 1986).  
5.2.1 The Galbally Report 
With the institutionalisation of non-discriminatory immigration and the official 
acceptance of ethnic diversity in Australia the Fraser Government recognised 
that the needs of ethnically diverse migrants may be different to those of the 
‘traditional’ migrants to Australia.  The Fraser Government commissioned a 
review into whether the changing needs of migrants were being met.  The 
Galbally Report was the result of this review.  The Committee of Review was 
chaired by prominent lawyer Frank Galbally, and concluded that it had 
 
100 I discuss the choice of texts and the rationale for this choice in Chapter 2, Methodology. 
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become “necessary for the Commonwealth Government to change the 
direction of its involvement in the provision of programs and services for 
migrants and to take further steps to encourage multiculturalism” (Australia 
and Galbally 1978: 4).   
The Committee of Review adopted the following four principles, which guided 
the recommendations of the report:   
(a) all members of our society must have equal opportunity to 
realise their full potential and must have equal access to 
programs and services; 
(b) every person should be able to maintain his or her culture 
without prejudice or disadvantage and should be encouraged to 
understand and embrace other cultures; 
(c)  needs of migrants should, in general, be met by programs and 
services available to the whole community but special services 
and programs are necessary at present to ensure equality of 
access and provision; and 
(d) services and programs should be designed in full consultation 
with clients, and self-help should be encouraged as much as 
possible with a view to helping migrants to become self-reliant 
quickly. (Australia and Galbally 1978: 4) 
Guided by these principles, the recommendations introduced a “systematic 
and diverse framework for migrant services” (Collins 1991: 234), to replace 
and consolidate the series of ad hoc programs and services that had been 
developed to meet the needs of migrants over previous decades.  The 
recommendations were primarily concerned with equity and cultural 
maintenance and focused largely on English language – tuition and 
translation/interpreting services.  The key recommendations included 
redistribution of funding for teaching children and adults English, and 
improving multicultural education; the development of a comprehensive initial 
settlement programme; provision of a living allowance, at the rate of the 
unemployment benefit, for new migrants for a limited time (ranging from two 
weeks for those with some English language skills and from similar cultures to 
twelve weeks for refugees); incentives for bilingual staff; the development of 
multicultural resource centres through which ethnic groups could provide 
welfare services according to the principle of self-help; encouraging a 
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‘multicultural attitude’ in Australia, and promoting intercultural understanding; 
and expanding ethnic media through the Special Broadcasting Service.  It was 
also recommended that new migrant settlement councils, comprised of 
federal and state government representatives as well as ethnic communities 
and voluntary organisations be established to manage many of these 
programmes.  The report recognised that many of its recommendations would 
be expensive, but argued that they would lead to reduced longer term costs 
because migrants would settle more smoothly.    
The Galbally Report was tabled in the House of Representatives in May 1978, 
and its recommendations had an enormous impact in terms of the 
government’s policy and practice of Multiculturalism.  The Fraser government 
accepted and began to implement most of the major proposals, including 
establishing the Institute of Multicultural Affairs, which was tasked with 
educating the community about Multiculturalism (Galligan and Roberts 2004: 
82). 
Critics, theorists and scholars have made a variety of contributions to 
Multiculturalism, however, Jupp (1997: 135) argues that government policy 
and discourse has largely “dictated the terms of reference” of 
Multiculturalism.  This makes the Galbally Report one of the most important 
definitions of Multiculturalism (Jupp 1997: 135).  The Galbally Report was 
certainly not the first government report on the situation of migrants in 
Australia, however it “represented the first major multicultural policy initiative 
directed explicitly Australia-wide and across the major institutions” (Foster 
and Stockley 1988 – emphasis in original).  Lois Foster and David Stockley 
(1984: 77) argue that there is no doubt that the “Fraser Government’s main 
commitment to and statement on, multiculturalism was the…Galbally Report”, 
and that it became ‘gospel’ for that government.  According to Foster and 
Stockley (1984: 90) the Galbally Report is so significant that multicultural 
discourse can be distinguished as pre- or post-Galbally.  Further supporting 
the Galbally Report’s significance, Jock Collins (1991: 324) argues that it is “a 
landmark in multicultural practice”.  Similarly, York et al (1996: 12) argue that 
Part 3 – Multiculturalism    Chapter 5 – Official discourse  
173 of 173 
it was “a turning point for the implementation of multicultural policies and the 
development of structures”.  Stephen Castles et al (1992) argue that the 
Galbally Report represents the first expression of bipartisan support for 
Multiculturalism, and Jupp (1996) attributes the linking of Multiculturalism and 
immigration policy to the Galbally Report. Therefore, it is an obvious choice 
in terms of the focus and limits of this project. 
5.2.2 The AIMA Evaluation 
In 1981 the Minister for Immigration and Ethnic Affairs requested that the 
Australian Institute of Multicultural Affairs (AIMA) evaluate the 
implementation of the objects of the Galbally Report. This evaluation was to: 
(a) assess the effectiveness of the implementation of the report; 
(b) determine whether the overall objectives are being achieved; 
(c) determine whether the Report’s objectives and 
recommendations remain valid; and 
(d) recommend whether the objectives and recommendations 
should be pursued in the future and what changes (if any) 
should be made. (AIMA 1982: 2). 
The AIMA Evaluation (AIMA 1982: 2) was ‘impressed’ by the implementation 
of the Galbally Report’s recommendations, arguing that this had “been of 
substantial benefit to migrants…to Australia's ethnic groups; and to the 
community as a whole” (AIMA 1982: 3).  While the guiding principles of the 
Galbally Report were of “continuing relevance”, the AIMA Evaluation found 
some “unevenness” in the achievement of its objectives.  However, the AIMA 
Evaluation also found that the objectives constituted “a clear and necessary 
basis for effective programs and services in a multicultural society” (AIMA 
1982: 3). 
The AIMA Evaluation recommended a continued focus on English language.  
Its key recommendations included: increased recruitment of bilingual staff in 
the state sector; annual reporting on English as a Second Language (ESL) 
programmes in schools; national accreditation for translators/interpreters and 
uniform regulations for interpreters in Australian legal systems; ethnic liaison 
officers being employed in each commonwealth government department; 
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multicultural components being added to tertiary courses; and for all Acts that 
discriminated against immigrants or aliens to be amended, making citizenship 
the only requirement for employment and affording equal employment rights 
to all.   
Given the significance of the Galbally Report, the AIMA Evaluation is an 
obvious choice to analyse in this chapter.  Laksiri Jayasuriya (1997: 23) 
argues that Australian Multiculturalism is heavily influenced by the Galbally 
Report and guided by the AIMA Evaluation.
5.2.3 The Jupp Report 
In March 1984 Geoffrey Blainey, Professor of History and Dean of Arts at 
Melbourne University, criticised Multiculturalism, in a speech in Warrnambool.  
Hollinsworth (1998: 258) describes that speech, saying Blainey argued that 
Multiculturalism represented an abandonment of Australia’s British heritage 
and discrimination against British and other European immigrants.  Blainey 
also argued that Multiculturalism favoured Asian migrants and was fostering 
an ‘Asian Invasion’.  Blainey criticised this ‘invasion’ because he believed that 
Asians could not assimilate into Australian life and thus posed a threat to 
Australian society.  Blainey argued that migrants ‘take our jobs’, and believed 
that there was a lack of public support for Multiculturalism, which would lead 
to hostility towards Asians.  This speech sparked the ‘Blainey debate’ of 1984.  
Shortly after this “Prime Minister Hawke launched a review of the progress in 
bringing about a more equitable society through multiculturalism” (York et al 
1996: 13).   
The recommendations of the Jupp Report, Don’t Settle for Less (Australia 
1986), focused on achieving equitable participation.  These recommendations 
included: addressing the difficulties involved in recognising overseas 
qualifications; increasing the skills of teachers to provide more equitable 
education for ESL students; strengthening access and equity strategies; 
requiring agencies to have language services policies; and establishing an 
Office of Ethnic Affairs (reporting to the Prime Minister’s Office) to monitor 
and report on access and equity. 
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The focus on ‘equitable participation’ found in the Jupp Report indicates a 
new concern with material well-being such as “economic and social security, 
power and resources to determine one’s ‘life chances’”, rather than “the 
affective aspects of ethnicity such as the need for emotional security” 
(Jayasuriya 1996: 210).  It included a concern with the labour market that 
both previous reports had largely ignored.   
While the Jupp Report does indicate a ‘shift in focus’, Jupp himself argues that 
the principles of the Galbally Report, which defined Multiculturalism, “were 
broadly echoed in the Jupp report on programs and services” (Jupp 1997: 
135).  It is clear, therefore, that the Jupp Report occupies an important place 
in the official discourse and development of Australian Multiculturalism.  As 
Collins (1991: 235) argues the “Jupp Report comprehensively reaffirmed 
multiculturalism as the appropriate government philosophy for the next 
decade”.   
 
5.3 The re-centring of whiteness
In this section I perform a detailed analysis of the language of the Galbally 
Report, the AIMA Evaluation, and the Jupp Report, and various other 
documents contributing to the official discourse of Multiculturalism.  This 
analysis is performed in three steps.  First I identify and examine ‘markers of 
difference’ deployed in the key texts.  These markers of difference are often 
deployed relationally, in discursive opposition to a neutral marker of normality 
or ‘non-difference’.  Second, I discuss some of the discursive oppositions that 
are employed within these markers of difference.  Characteristically, these 
oppose a neutral centre to a racialised periphery.  Third I discuss instances 
where details of the (otherwise neutral) centre are evident.  Examining the 
detailed proliferation of difference in the official discourse of Multiculturalism 
allows me to demonstrate that the non-white ethnic other is marginalised.  
Correspondingly I demonstrate that the centre is typically ethnically empty or 
neutral.  However, the rare occasions where the centre is detailed prove that 
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white Australians occupy the non-ethnic neutral centre.  This set of discursive 
power relations normalise whiteness.   
 
5.3.1 The proliferation of difference 
A normalizing society proliferates detailed norms of identity; it 
establishes them more through the abnormalities it proliferates 
than through affirmative proofs of those standards.  (Connolly 
1995: 90) 
Race, including whiteness, was regularly invoked in the discourses of White 
Australia101. As argued in Part 2 of this thesis, whiteness was explicitly 
marked as an imperative within the discourses of the White Australia Policy.  
Not surprisingly, with the shift to a non-discriminatory immigration policy and 
the emergence of Multiculturalism the language of race virtually disappeared.  
In place of references to race, various racially ‘neutral’ phrasings were 
deployed, including: ethnicity, (im)migrant status, first (or native) language, 
culture, or place of birth (often including parents’ place of birth). 
The deployment of a wide variety of these (racially ‘neutral’) markers of 
difference is in accordance with “Western logic”, which “continuously relies on 
its periphery to establish the centre” (Cole 1996: 285).  This logic is 
characterised by defining things primarily by what they are not, by finding 
value in difference, and allowing things to be identified in reference to other, 
different, things.  As the analysis in this section progresses I will demonstrate 
that the marking of difference in the official discourse of Multiculturalism 
defines the boundaries of the white centre and contributes to the 
normalisation of whiteness.     
In the Galbally Report ethnicity is an important marker of difference.  ‘Ethnic’ 
is used as a predicate.  Any noun that is predicated with the word ‘ethnic’ is 
constructed as a particular thing with the notable characteristic of ethnicity.  
 
101 See Chapters 3 and 4. 
Part 3 – Multiculturalism    Chapter 5 – Official discourse  
177 of 177 
This identifies ‘ethnic’ things as different to non-ethnic things.102 Ethnicity, 
therefore, marks difference.   
The Galbally Report (Australia and Galbally 1978) predicates an enormous 
variety of nouns with ‘ethnic’.  Amongst these are: affairs (6)103, agencies 
(34), arts (27), background (96), broadcasters (113), children’s services (25), 
clients (99), communities (4), cultures (74), differences (101), festivals (111), 
groups (3), health workers (11), identity (104), liaison officers (20), matters 
(118), media (12), newspapers (57), organisations (52), press (57), 
programming (115), programs (114), radio (12), segments (112), station 
(115), television (12), traditions (111), welfare (9), and workers (11).  All of 
these nouns, and others, predicated with the word ‘ethnic’, appear throughout 
the report.  As the (full) title104 of the Galbally Report suggests, it was 
primarily concerned with the programmes and services provided for migrants.  
However, it is clear that ethnic migrants were a special concern.  ‘Migrant’ is a 
racially neutral indicator and the ubiquitous deployment of the predicate 
‘ethnic’ tells us that the report is really concerned with ethnic migrants.  
Ethnic migrants are ‘different’ because they would not have been present 
under the White Australia Policy, which excluded non-white people.  Thus, the 
predicate ‘ethnic’ marks racial difference. 
‘Migrant’ is racially neutral.  Migrancy did operate as a marker of difference.  
The focus of the Galbally Report was migrant services, the need for ‘special’ 
services marks migrants as different.  ‘Groups’, ‘communities’, and ‘clients’, 
were all marked as belonging to or being associated with ‘migrants’ in the 
Galbally Report. Some migrants are only different insofar as they are 
migrants.  Other migrants, however, such as “newly arrived” migrants (6), 
“non-English speaking migrants” (1), and migrants “without a long established 
tradition of migration to Australia” (4), are made racially distinct through the 
deployment of these particular phrasings.  These particular migrants are likely 
 
102 See Milliken (1999: 232), in which she argues: “Predications of a noun construct the 
thing(s) named as a particular sort of thing, with particular features and capacities”.  
103 Referring to page numbers in the text of the Galbally Report.
104 Migrant Services and Programs: Report of the Review of Post-arrival Programs and 
Services for Migrants. 
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to be ethnics (and non-white).  Ethnics, therefore, are a sub-set of migrants, 
and ethnic migrants are of particular concern to the Galbally Report. This is 
clear in the Galbally Report’s recommendation that ‘ethnic groups’ be 
encouraged to “develop as a forum for the views of migrants” (118).  The 
federal government Department of Immigration and Ethnic Affairs (rather 
than, say, Immigration and Migrant Affairs), also demonstrates that those in 
particular need are not migrants in general but ethnic migrants. 
The language spoken by immigrants also marks them.  Reference is made in 
the Galbally Report to people of non-English speaking background (NESB).  
Such markers of difference also refer (although not exclusively) to (non-
white) people and groups who would likely not have been allowed into 
Australia under the White Australia Policy. 
Culture, which is obviously linked in complex ways to language, ethnicity and 
place of origin, is also explicitly indicated in the Galbally Report in phrases 
referring to people of a “markedly different cultural background” (56), and 
with “very different cultural attitudes” (99).  Culture is also deployed as a 
marker of difference, and because of the previous reign of the White Australia 
Policy it can be read as a marker of racial difference. 
Similar markers of difference also permeate the other texts under analysis in 
this chapter.  The AIMA Evaluation contributes ‘ethnic counsellors’ to the list 
of nouns that require the predicate ‘ethnic’.  ‘Multicultural television’ is 
discussed as an ‘alternative’ (AIMA 1982: 42), which can only make sense if 
monocultural television is the norm.  However, multicultural television is not 
represented as an alternative to monocultural television but rather to non-
cultural (or normal, or white) television.   
The Jupp Report (Australia 1986) uses ‘ethnic’ as a predicate for: origin (xvi), 
background (6), radio (11), heritage (25), committees (31), rights (32), 
welfare organisations (32), schools (37), networks (58), and youth (11).  All 
of these discursive formulations imply that there are youth who are not 
ethnic, or people who have no ethnic heritage, identities that are not linked to 
ethnicity, and so on; that some nouns do not need to have the predicate 
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‘ethnic’ attached to them for us to understand what they are.  Clearly, 
ethnicity marks difference.  The things that do not need to be predicated with 
‘ethnic’ just are, they are normal; those things that need to be described as 
‘ethnic’ are therefore not normal, or different.   
The primary focus of the Jupp Report was equity; its Preamble mentions the 
commitment to “every resident” having “an equitable share of the resources” 
(Australia 1986).  It discusses equity at some length and describes 
Multiculturalism as a public policy committed to removing the “barriers to 
equitable participation in Australian society by members of ethnic groups” (7).  
It is clear in this statement that ethnicity is being employed as a marker of 
difference, that not everyone is an ethnic (or member of an ethnic group) 
otherwise it would not make sense to single out ethnics as experiencing 
barriers to achieving equity.  Therefore, in its very sincere intent to improve 
the lives of ethnic-Australians the Jupp Report represents and positions them 
as marginal to “society as a whole” (7). 
The specific phrasings that mark difference, listed above, are at least partly 
constitutive of the centre, the norm, which “is dependant upon what it 
excludes, the marking of the…abnormal, and the deviant” (Cole 1996: 285).  
The need to predicate liaison officer, for example, with the word ‘ethnic’ 
produces ethnicity as marginal.  A non-ethnic liaison officer is simply a liaison 
officer, or a normal liaison officer.  Therefore, ethnicity is marginal and 
ethnics are peripheral.  This defines the centre as non-ethnic. 
 
Aside from something different to the norm, what does ‘ethnic’ or ‘ethnicity’ 
mean? The Galbally Report defines ethnicity towards the end of the text (in 
the ninth of eleven chapters).  “Our ethnic groups”, the report tells us – firmly 
establishing ownership and stabilising the centre whilst detailing the periphery 
– are identified by “two relevant varying attributes…culture and race” 
(Australia and Galbally 1978: 104).  Since the passage of the Racial 
Discrimination Act and the adjustments to immigration policy, race was 
removed as a criterion for entry into Australia, and was rarely invoked in the 
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official discourse of Multiculturalism.  However, it was used in the Galbally 
Report to define ethnicity.  The Galbally Report says that the “concept of race 
is clear” and offers no further discussion on that point, that is all it says to 
clarify the definition that it offers (Australia and Galbally 1978: 104).  The 
Galbally Report relies upon a 1891105 definition of culture: “a way of life, that 
‘complex whole which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, customs, 
and any other capabilities and habits required by man as a member of 
Society’” (Australia and Galbally 1978: 104).  
The AIMA Evaluation does not attempt to define ethnicity, but the Jupp 
Report offers definitions for ethnicity, race and culture.  In the Jupp Report 
‘ethnic’ is defined as “pertaining to people who have common origins”, and 
who share attributes such as “culture, history, language, religion, and 
traditions” (Australia 1986: xvi).  Race is defined as referring to a “group 
connected by common descent” who “share distinct hereditary characteristics” 
(Australia 1986: xvi).  Culture is defined in terms of “distinctive patterns of 
values, beliefs and ways of life of a social group” (Australia 1986: xvii).  While 
these differ from the definitions offered by the Galbally Report, there are 
important similarities.   
In the Galbally Report race and culture were the defining features of ethnicity.  
While race is simply assumed in the Galbally Report it is defined in the Jupp 
Report (Australia 1986: xvi) as being connected to hereditary characteristics 
and descent.  The definitions of culture in each Report are quite similar.  
Therefore, in the official discourse of Multiculturalism as it appears in these 
key texts, ethnicity refers to something like race (‘common origins’ is vague) 
and culture.   
Deploying ethnicity in the ways detailed above – as a marker of difference –
tells the reader of these Reports and people who are party to the official 
discourse of Multiculturalism that ethnics are raced and have culture.  Given 
 
105 The Galbally Report credits this definition to “Taylor, Primitive Culture, London”, however, 
it ought to be noted that the book referred to is, in fact, written by Tylor – the correct citation 
is: Tylor, E. B. (1891). Primitive culture: researches into the development of mythology, 
philosophy, religion, languages, art and custom. London, Murray. 
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that ethnicity is clearly deployed as a marker of difference this leads to the 
question, ‘different to what?’.  These texts explain that ethnicity is about race 
(or some sort of common ‘origin’) and culture.  Everything that does not 
‘require’ the predicate ‘ethnic’ for it to be intelligible is without race or culture.  
As Ien Ang (1995: 66) argues, relegation “to the realm of racialised or 
ethnicised ‘otherness’” is “a normalising mechanism which is precisely 
constitutive of white/Western hegemony”.  My analysis suggests that exactly 
this process is visible in texts central to Multiculturalism; thus the realm of 
ethnic otherness constitutes the centrality (and therefore normality) of 
whiteness in Australia.  The detailed discursive proliferation of the other, of 
the marginal or deviant106, can be analysed in terms of the centre/periphery 
orientational metaphor and leaves the centre empty of race/culture/ethnicity.   
Lakoff and Johnson argue that orientational metaphors organise whole 
systems of concepts “with respect to one another” (Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 
14).  A useful example of this is up is good; down is bad. The orientational 
effects of such spatial metaphors contribute to the hierarchical nature of 
binary oppositions, and the privilege of the centre.  Sneja Gunew (1993: 1) 
argues that the way to achieve politically efficacious outcomes is to proliferate 
difference: “The dismantling of hegemonic categories is facilitated by the 
proliferation of difference”.  However, it is evident that orientational spatial 
metaphors affect the process of proliferating difference.  In the proliferation 
of difference a centre will usually be defined, marking difference as marginal 
(thus ‘other’) while stabilising the privilege of the centre.   
The centre/periphery or centre/margin metaphor is similar to the up/down 
linear metaphor.  Just as up is good and bad is down, I argue that the centre 
is normal and the margin is deviant. Something can be centred, or 
normalised, by the discursive proliferation of the marginal.  The centre is 
often defined or limited in terms of the details of the periphery and 
immediately experiences the privileges associated with being simply assumed 
 
106 Deviant here refers only to deviation from the norm and not to anything more specific that 
might be associated with the word in common or colloquial usage. 
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or not scrutinised.  The centre becomes the “unmarked marker” (Frankenberg 
1993: 200), the norm.  From the discussion so far we can see that in terms of 
norms being defined by what they are not, in this case ‘ethnic’, whiteness is 
neither raced nor cultured in the official discourse of Multiculturalism. 
5.3.2 Discursive oppositions 
Discourses are expected to be structured largely in terms of binary 
oppositions…that, far from being neutral, establish a relation of 
power such that one element in the binary is privileged. (Milliken 
1999: 229 – emphasis in original) 
Many of the discursive oppositions that I analyse in this section mark the 
‘other’ as ethnic and leave the norm as empty or neutral.  A somewhat 
extreme example of this can be found in the introduction to Australia as a 
Multicultural Society107:
Australia is composed of a majority population from a roughly 
homogeneous ethnic background and a number of minority 
populations….  We use the term Anglo-Australian for this majority 
population….  We describe as ‘ethnic’ the people who form the 
minority populations of non-Anglo-Australian origin.  (Australian 
Ethnic Affairs Council. 1977: 3) 
There are also some notable discursive oppositions in the parliamentary 
debate surrounding the Racial Discrimination Bill, an important part of the 
official discourse of Multiculturalism.  These include the mundane ‘we’ and 
‘them’; migrants and the basic Australian community; minority groups and our 
community; Australian-born people and people from other lands; “basic white 
Australians” and “the Aborigines, the Maltese, the Italians, and everybody 
else” (CPD, Senate, 1975: 1543). 
In the Galbally Report a range of discursive oppositions are deployed.  The 
Report is concerned that “migrants…are as well served as others” (Australia 
and Galbally 1978: 1 - emphasis mine).  Ethnic migrants may come from 
“cultures different to that dominant in Australia” (29).  There are “ethnic and 
other groups” (32 – emphasis added), and “ethnic or other community 
 
107 This report was prepared by the Australian Ethnic Affairs Council, chaired by Jerzy 
Zubrzycki, and defined multiculturalism as resting on social cohesion, equality of opportunity, 
and cultural identity. 
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organisations” (65 – emphasis added).  We are warned about the 
performance of “migrant students” in the “normal classroom” (38 – emphasis 
added).  There are migrants and there is the general community (68).  Some 
“ethnic groups are adopting an ‘Australian’ outlook” (100 – emphasis added).  
There are “ethnic” and “other” radio stations (112).  In some instances “their 
ethnicity has been accepted by the community” (105 – emphasis added). 
The Jupp Report also has similar discursive oppositions deployed throughout.  
Overseas born are presented in opposition to Australian society; there are 
overseas born residents and other Australians; members of ethnic groups are 
positioned as different to the community at large; people from Asia are 
distinguished from the Australian society; an immigrant may be able to 
become a “full member of the Australian community” (Australia 1986: 86); 
ethno-specific is placed in a binary opposition to the mainstream; ethnic 
communities are differentiated from the majority of people; there are 
“members of ethnic communities” and “longer established Australians” 
(Australia 1986: 335). 
These discursive oppositions clearly position ethnic migrants as marginal.  The 
centre is often only alluded to in vague or neutral terms, as a: ‘general 
standard’, ‘broader community’, ‘normal classroom’, and so on.  This is 
consistent with the argument that norms are unmarked (Bashford 2000: 259).  
Part of the privilege that is associated with the norm is that it escapes 
scrutiny – it is normal, it is defined by what it is not, it is the benchmark 
against which the marginal or deviant is detailed.  In fact, Haggis and Schech 
et al (1999a: 168) argue that the “key feature of whiteness is its 
unmarked…quality” and that “it is precisely this feature that secures 
whiteness its power”.  It is the very detail that is provided about marginality – 
the proliferation of difference – that defines the norm (as neutral or empty) 
and secures the centre as normal.  As David Callahan (2001: 102) argues, 
“we can only become self-conscious about whiteness itself…by realising that 
its meanings come from its relation to what is characterised as not-white”. 
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However, in the official discourse of Multiculturalism there are occasions in 
which the centre is marked positively rather than being left as ‘not-different’.  
These occasions are, to use a cliché, the ‘exception that proves the rule’.  But 
as the next section demonstrates, these ‘exceptions’ also re-iterate the norm 
of whiteness. 
5.3.3 Details of the centre 
The norm is rarely given racial or ethnic marking.  In the official Multicultural 
texts examined above, terms such as general community, dominant culture, 
Australian society or institutions, the wider community, our nation, society at 
large, and so on, are deployed in opposition to racialised markers of 
otherness such as ethnicity, migrant or language status.  I argue that these 
phrasings actively normalise whiteness as they mark ethnicity as the limit of 
the ‘general’ community.  However, the argument that the ‘general 
community’ means white people requires more explanation.  It is the rare 
occasions when details of the centre are deployed that provide confirmation 
that whiteness is central to Australian identity in the official discourse of 
Multiculturalism.   
The Galbally Report provides one such occasion, describing the dominant 
culture of Australia as “Anglo-Australian”, which translates to white-Australian 
(Australia and Galbally 1978: 33).  The AIMA Evaluation refers to the “Anglo-
Saxon prototype” that is central to Australian law (AIMA 1982: 38).  In the 
Jupp Report racially empty phrasings are clarified by the deployment of 
details about what the ‘majority’ or ‘dominant’ culture means.  The Jupp 
Report tells us that ‘Anglo’ Australians are obviously dominant (Australia 
1986: 42), and refers to the overwhelmingly Anglo-Australian past that has 
not quite been overcome (Australia 1986: 272).  These examples provide a 
white centre in opposition to the non-white, ethnic, margins. 
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5.4 The abnormal as needy: supporting the privilege of 
whiteness
The construction of peripheral or marginal identities as “in themselves in need 
of help, love, self-correction, improvement, or punishment” (Connolly 1995: 
90) also contributes to the production of whiteness as normal in the official 
discourse of Multiculturalism.  The ethnic migrant is necessarily positioned as 
needy: the policy and principles of Multiculturalism seek to manage the 
disadvantages that minority ethnicities face (Galligan and Roberts 2004: 82).  
The official discourse of Multiculturalism positions ethnic migrants as in need, 
and as ‘targets’ of self-correction, by promoting ethnic ‘self-help’.   
Many of the inquiries, studies, institutions and legislative activities spawned 
by Multiculturalism (Collins 1991: 237) focus on the neediness or 
disadvantage of ‘ethnic’ migrants.  Positioning ethnic migrants as needy 
further particularises them and distances them from the non-particular norm.  
A particularly clear example is found in a report addressing access and equity 
of service delivery published in 1985.  This report states: “There is 
considerable evidence to suggest that a proportion of the Australian 
population of immigrant origin and their dependants are disproportionately 
disadvantaged, some severely” (National Population Council (Australia) 1985: 
2).  The committee that produced the Galbally Report, “considered the needs 
of those born overseas now resident in Australia”, and “sought to identify 
areas of need which seem the most critical” (Australia and Galbally 1978: 4).  
The Ethnic Affairs Task Force of the Australian Council on Population and 
Ethnic Affairs (ACPEA), chaired by Zubrzycki, produced a document titled, 
Multiculturalism for all Australians (1982).  Galligan and Roberts (2004: 83) 
describe this as the high point of Multiculturalism’s attempt to re-define 
Australian national identity.  The terms of reference for Multiculturalism for all 
Australians required the Committee to “advise the Minister for Immigration 
and Ethnic Affairs…on: the position of migrants in the community in relation 
to health, welfare, housing, education, employment, communications, the 
law, and other areas that affect their well-being” (Australian Council on 
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Population and Ethnic Affairs 1982: iv).  The Community Arts Board proudly 
announced its continuing involvement in multicultural arts partly through the 
capacity “to respond to what [ethnic artists and their communities] perceived 
to be their needs” (Kefala and Australia Council. 1986: 5).  The brief of the 
Jupp Report required the Committee to “overview needs; [and] advise on the 
nature of policies, programs and services required to meet needs” of 
“overseas born residents” in Australia (Australia 1986: 1).  The forward to the 
Challenge of Diversity tells us that: 
Language and cultural barriers prevent many NESB immigrants 
gaining equal access to education, training, employment and 
general government services available to others; newly arrived 
settlers continue to suffer extremely high levels of unemployment; 
skills and qualifications brought to Australia from overseas are not 
fully utilised; and the reservoir of language ability possessed by 
immigrants remains largely unrecognised and untapped.  (Jupp and 
Australia. Office of Multicultural Affairs. 1989: iv) 
The official discourse of Multiculturalism positions ethnic migrants as needy, 
but it also encourages self-help.  This both supports their marginal position 
and constructs them as governable subjects, stabilising the centrality and 
normality of white Australians.   
The Galbally Report particularly emphasised ethnic self-help, and supported 
“ethnic communities providing services for their own members” (Australia and 
Galbally 1978: 66).  The Galbally Report argued that the capacity and desire 
to provide their own services, rather than receive help from others, were 
growing among ethnic organisations.  Fostering the capacity and desire for 
ethnic organisations to provide self-help services activates ethnic migrants in 
their own rule, and is a device that promises to produce individuals who will 
govern, master, and care for themselves (Rose 1996: 45) in appropriate 
ways. 
The imperative for ethnic groups and organisations to be involved in the 
provision of help and support for migrants is a way of encouraging ethnic 
migrants to actively participate in Australian society while simultaneously 
being a mechanism to prepare them for active participation.  Providing the 
opportunity and encouragement for ‘established ethnics’ to be involved in the 
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process of assisting ‘newly arrived ethnics’ to become active in society is a 
means of governing the social and personal effects (Dean 1995: 572) of 
immigration.  This also produces the ethnic migrants involved in these 
processes as in need of the support of compatriot migrant groups and the 
various arms of the state that provide the opportunity and encouragement for 
such support.   
Another related feature of Australian Multiculturalism is a concern with 
expressive, ‘life-style’ dimensions, and emotional aspects of ethnicity 
(Jayasuriya 1996: 210).  This is exemplified in the conclusion to Australia as a 
Multicultural Society (Australian Ethnic Affairs Council. 1977: 16): “One of 
man’s basic needs is a sense of belonging.  …Ethnic communities have a 
particular significance for migrants: they can provide a sense of belonging and 
continuity”.  The report of the committee chaired by Zubrzycki and Borrie, 
Multiculturalism and its implications for immigration policy, which argued that 
Multiculturalism would complement Australian life and strengthen democracy, 
also argued that one of the benefits of supporting ethnic self-help is that 
“[t]he existence of supportive ethnic environments can…enhance the self-
esteem of immigrants” (Australian Population and Immigration Council and 
Australian Ethnic Affairs Council 1979: 3).   
Barbara Cruikshank (1993: 330) argues that taking up the “social goal of self-
esteem” is one way that we can “make ourselves governable”.  Political 
technologies of the individual, such as targeting self-esteem as a means of 
solving social problems, can lead individuals to recognise themselves as part 
of society, nation, or state (Foucault 1988: 146), thus rendering otherwise 
ungovernable problems governable by invoking “the capacity of citizens to act 
upon themselves” (Cruikshank 1993: 238).  Individuals are subjectified 
through the imperative to “take up the goals of self-esteem for themselves 
and their vision of the good society” (Cruikshank 1993: 330).  Self-
government through the pursuit of the goal of self-esteem, supported through 
ethnic ‘self-help’ structures “calls upon individuals to act, to participate” 
(Cruikshank 1993: 330).  It calls upon individuals to act in order to help 
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others who they can identify with, and further subjectifies members of ethnic 
groups by calling upon them to govern themselves in accordance with the 
governmental logic of the Multicultural state and the official discourses of 
Multiculturalism. 
The official discourse of Multiculturalism encourages and supports ethnic self-
help as a way to deal with the ‘problem’ of ethnic/cultural diversity and the 
capacities of ‘newly arrived migrants’ to occupy an equitable position in 
Australian society.  The ACPEA added the principle of “equal responsibility for, 
commitment to and participation in society” (Australian Council on Population 
and Ethnic Affairs 1982: 12) to those directing Multicultural policies.  The 
ACPEA argued that “[t]he success of multiculturalism in Australia relies on 
participation by all Australians” (Australian Council on Population and Ethnic 
AIMA 1982: 25).  The price of this participation (for all Australians) is that 
they are required to conduct themselves appropriately and adopt ‘techniques 
of the self’ appropriate to whether they are tolerating the ‘other’ or the ‘other’ 
being tolerated (see Burchell 1996: 29). 
The official discourse of Australian Multiculturalism encourages ethnic migrant 
‘others’ to take up (and be subjectified by) the related projects of self-help 
and self-esteem to bring themselves into the realm of the governable.  This 
particularises them as needy and concurrently supports their own 
marginalisation.  The centre is defined (and whiteness normalised) in 
reference to a periphery that is particular.   
In the official discourse of Multiculturalism neediness is associated with 
ethnicity and whiteness remains non-particular.  While some white people 
may be disadvantaged it is not a function of their ethnicity (in the official 
discourse of Multiculturalism white people are usually presented as ethnically 
neutral), or their race, or their colour; therefore, white people are generally 
privileged as a function of their whiteness.  If white people are 
underprivileged it must thus be a function of something other than their 
whiteness.  The production of ethnics as needing special programmes, help, 
and support, or required to participate in activities of self-help to bring them 
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into line with the non-ethnic norm, results in a relational power differential.  
The white Australian is in a position to provide programmes, help, support, 
tolerance, acceptance, and so on; and sets the criteria and accountability 
requirements by which ethnic groups are allocated the resources required to 
develop self-help programmes.   
While it is true that disadvantage ought to be identified and dealt with, 
discursively attaching neediness to ethnic others particularises the ethnic and 
normalises whiteness.  A self-help approach may be presented as 
empowering for ethnic groups, helping them to achieve a degree of autonomy 
and so on.  However, requiring ethnics to adopt these sorts of goals and 
achieve them by developing and participating in self-help programmes also 
makes them more governable.  It trains them to conduct their own behaviour 
in ways that are acceptable.  It also regulates their identities by encouraging 
them to relate to themselves in ways that allow for the development of self-
esteem in an Australian cultural context, while simultaneously remaining 
particular and therefore marginal.  Thus ‘ethnics’ manage their own behaviour 
such that they continue to be accountable and thus receive the support that is 
required to run ‘self-help’ programmes and deliver services to their fellows.  
This is an example of government through the “regulated and accountable 
choices of autonomous agents…through intensifying and acting upon their 
allegiance to particular ‘communities’” (Rose 1996: 61).    
 
5.5 Conclusion
Multiculturalism is a policy of ‘inclusion’, and an explicit rejection of the 
exclusionary White Australia Policy.  It encourages tolerance, acceptance, and 
welcoming of ethnic and cultural diversity.  However, certain intentional but 
non-subjective (Simons 1995) implications are also associated with the 
language and logic of Multiculturalism.  They work to normalise whiteness. 
Before Multiculturalism emerged white Australians dominated the excluded 
other.  Under Multiculturalism there is an imperative for white Australians to 
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include the other.  This confirms the privilege of the white Australian who has 
the capacity to exercise inclusion (and therefore, necessarily retains the 
capacity to exclude) (Hage 1998).  The privilege that whiteness is imbued 
with, due to its normalisation through the official discourse of 
Multiculturalism, is more insidious and implicit than the open and explicit 
racial superiority attributed to whiteness in the discourses of the White 
Australia Policy. 
In this chapter I argued that whiteness is centred and thus produced as 
normal through the discursive patterns deployed in the official discourse of 
Multiculturalism.  The official discourse of Multiculturalism produces the white 
Australian as a better example of Australian-ness, than the ethnic migrant 
other.  The white Australian simply is an Australian.  The white Australian 
occupies the centre as the differences of ethnic Australians are proliferated in 
the margin.  The ethnic migrant defines the limits to Australian-ness.   
Various marginal identities can be included in the category ‘Australian’ if 
certain constraints are mobilised.  For example, ethnic Australians, newly 
arrived residents, and overseas born residents, can all be included within the 
category Australian if the right predicates are deployed.  One can “give the 
concept…rigid limits” or “use it so that the extension of the concept is not 
closed by a frontier” (Wittgenstein and Anscombe 1953: 1:68).  Regardless of 
what limits are placed on the concept ‘Australian’ in the official discourse of 
Multiculturalism (citizenship, residency, ethnicity, culture, etc) the white 
Australian falls within the bounds of the concept.  White Australians are 
included in any definition of Australian and therefore are  ‘better examples’ of 
Australians.  Whiteness is central, non-particular, and normal.  Any invocation 
of Australian-ness includes white Australians whereas marginal Australians will 
only fall into this category under particular discursive circumstances.  
Therefore, whiteness shifts from dominant to normal with the emergence of 
the official discourse of Multiculturalism and the change in power relations 
from those characterised by domination to those of ‘government’.   
Part 3 – Multiculturalism    Chapter 5 – Official discourse  
191 of 191 
Unlike the White Australia Policy, discourses of Multiculturalism are 
characterised by governmental power relations.  Multiculturalism is an 
example of a space where “programmes for the administration of others 
intersect with techniques for the administration of ourselves” (Rose 1999: 5).  
Hence, by establishing special programmes and services for ethnics to allow 
them to better function in (white) Australia, white people centre themselves 
and are centred by ‘becoming’ tolerant and accepting of diverse migrants.  
Governmental power acts through the capacity for action of the governed 
(Rose 1999: 4).  Therefore, it is through the very capacity of white Australians 
to refuse to tolerate the presence of non-white people that they are 
encouraged to exercise tolerance and become tolerant in Multicultural 
Australia.  Governmental power relations are dependant on, and productive 
of, individuals who are “active in their own government” (Rose 1996: 45).  
When Multiculturalism is successful both ‘normal’ white Australians, and non-
white ethnic ‘others’ actively govern themselves.  This is encouraged through 
intensifying allegiances to particular communities (Rose 1996: 61), namely 
Multicultural Australia and ethnic communities within Australia.   
Non-white people, the objects of white tolerance and acceptance, contribute 
to the normalisation of whiteness and to their own marginalisation by 
adopting practices that allow them to ‘fit in’ while remaining marginal, such as 
‘self-help’ service delivery within ethnic communities.  These practices 
increase self-esteem and self-worth, produce the skills of self-management, 
and make ethnic migrants not only marginal, but ‘free’ (Rose 1999: 268).  The 
position of ethnic migrants in Multiculturalism, therefore, is a very different 
position to that which non-white migrants occupied under the White Australia 
Policy.  In so far as whiteness is produced in relation to its other, then, it is 
clear that the nature of whiteness and white privilege also changed.  
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Chapter 6: Popular discourse of Multiculturalism –
fair dinkum Aussies and Multicultural Australia
Like Clancy of the Overflow, Peter Lalor of Eureka, and the Man 
from Snowy River, Harry Harbord Morant – “The Breaker” – is a 
hero of Australian legend.  He, too, was a bushman…[and could 
break] the wildest horses the outback could put up.  He broke 
men’s jaws, too…and the heart of many a colonial “petticoat” with 
his ready wit and masculine charm.  And to cap it all he wrote 
poetry…lauding the bush values of courage, daring and above all, 
manly mateship.  A real Australian folk hero… (Darroch 1979: 63) 
…what our parents failed to realise was that we weren’t just wogs, 
but Aussie wogs, born and bred in Australia.  And, believe me, 
there was a difference.  Aussie wogs looked European, but thought 
like Aussies – to a certain extent.  (Petkovic, Kalinowska et al. 
1994: 4) 
In this chapter I explore how a popular discourse of Multiculturalism 
constituted whiteness.  As in Chapter 4, I have limited the focus of my 
research to articles published in The Bulletin. I analyse articles that refer to 
immigration, ethnic/cultural diversity, national identity, and/or use the 
language of acceptance and tolerance.  I have further limited my analysis to 
articles published between 1975 and 1988 for reasons already discussed (in 
Chapter 2). 
Although published under the same name since the 1880s, The Bulletin was a 
very different publication in the era of Multiculturalism.  It was once best 
described as a ‘newspaper’ but has since morphed into a ‘news magazine’.  
John Barnes (1983: 71) argues that The Bulletin “changed out of all 
recognition” when it “was taken over by the Packer interests” in 1960.  
However, it has retained its name and its presence in Australia, and has been 
published continually and distributed nationally since its inception in the 
1880s.  The Bulletin also continues to hold a significant place in Australian 
literary and print media history.  Barnes (1983: 70) argues that “[n]o other 
publication has had such a visible and decisive effect on the course of 
Australian writing” and “in the making of Australian culture” (emphasis mine).  
This makes The Bulletin a useful place to study the production of white 
Australian identity in popular discourse.  The Bulletin also saw “its greatest 
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resurgence since the 1890s in the 1970s” (Rolfe 1979: Introduction), the 
discursive moment of Multiculturalism.  Its sales “doubled in the 1970s” (Rolfe 
1979: 307).  Although The Bulletin has been described as politically 
conservative (Barnes 1983: 71; Mendes 2001: 56), a range of views – both 
politically/socially conservative and progressive – are apparent in articles that 
refer to immigration and national identity in the discursive moment identified 
by the prominence of Multiculturalism.  Through an analysis of the popular 
discourse of Multiculturalism in The Bulletin I examine how the meaning of 
whiteness changed as Multiculturalism eroded the imperative that Australians 
be white.     
This chapter is presented in five main sections.  In the first (6.1) I discuss the 
popular discourse of Multiculturalism as it appears in The Bulletin, and explain 
why I selected particular articles for analysis.  I provide some quantitative 
analysis that indicates the majority of articles published in The Bulletin that 
refer to cultural or ethnic diversity appear to express acceptance of this 
diversity, and therefore can be said to be supportive of the ideals of 
Multiculturalism.  The remaining sections all explore and expand upon the 
theme that Australians are assumed to be white.  In the second section of the 
chapter (6.2) I demonstrate that whiteness is produced as a necessary 
condition of unqualified Australianness in the popular discourse of 
Multiculturalism in The Bulletin. The third section (6.3) examines a silence 
around whiteness in the discourse that conflates ‘Australian’ with various 
indicators of whiteness.  Without referring to whiteness itself these indicators 
include geographical references (to place of origin) and ethnic references (to 
hereditary and/or cultural characteristics).  In the fourth section of the 
chapter (6.4) I analyse the discursive deployment of ethnicity as a marker of 
difference.  In this discourse ethnic markers are also used to describe or 
make reference to whiteness.  However, I demonstrate that, as in the official 
texts, there is an ethnically neutral, central, or normal category (the white 
Australian) to whom the ‘ethnics’ are different.  The fifth section (6.5) 
discusses how the visual landscape of the Australian population is represented 
in the discourse of Multiculturalism in The Bulletin. I explore the way that the 
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visual landscape of the Australian population is colour-coded through the 
confident judgements that (white) people make about who is and who is not 
Australian, based on whether or not they appear to be white.   
In this chapter I argue that the popular discourse of Multiculturalism in The 
Bulletin produces whiteness as an essential element of Australianness, and 
therefore normalises white people in Australia.   
 
6.1 Selection of Texts
Throughout this chapter I refer specifically to various articles published in The 
Bulletin, between 1975 and 1988.  Having read every edition of The Bulletin 
in this period, I selected eleven articles that clearly contributed to the popular 
discourse of Multiculturalism for detailed analysis.  As no discourse is one-
sided articles both critical and supportive of Multiculturalism were considered.   
In each edition of The Bulletin in this period, I selected texts that contributed 
to the discourse based on references to immigration or ethnic/cultural 
diversity, and/or Multiculturalism’s language of acceptance and tolerance.         
Having identified articles in The Bulletin that fit these above criteria, I 
examined their content (rather than their title or any other aspect) in order to 
judge whether or not they expressed acceptance of the ideals of 
Multiculturalism.  Therefore, articles that were explicitly focused on a wide 
range of issues and topics are included.  If cultural or ethnic diversity was 
addressed or recognised at all in the content of the article a judgement was 
made on whether this was depicted as positive or negative for Australia.  
Thus I arrived at decisions regarding whether or not each article expressed 
support for or rejection of the ideals of Multiculturalism.  The results of this 
exercise are depicted in the three graphs below. 
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Figure 7 
The Bulletin , 1975: Proportion of articles expressing acceptance of multicultural 
diversity (1); those critical of such diversity (2)
1
93%
2
7%
 
Figure 8 
The Bulletin , 1980: Proportion of articles expressing acceptance of multicultural 
diversity (1); those critical of such diversity (2)
1
75%
2
25%
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Figure 9 
The Bulletin , 1985: Proportion of articles expressing acceptance of multicultural 
diversity (1); those critical of such diversity (2)
1
100%
2
0%
 
It is important to note a number of things about these graphs.  The first is 
that they reflect the ratio of articles that represent support for the ideals of 
Multiculturalism to those that represent criticism or rejection of those ideals 
(in particular years).  The second point that must be noted is that the years 
the Figures refer to were selected to span the whole period and this may have 
affected the results.  For example, Figure 7 refers to articles published in 
1975 when the notion of Multiculturalism was still quite new to popular 
discourse, while Figure 9 refers to 1985, which was soon after the ‘Blainey 
Debate’ (although this seems to have run its course in The Bulletin by 1985).  
The final point that must be noted is that The Bulletin was not intensely 
concerned with issues of cultural or ethnic diversity in these three particular 
years (for example, in 1975 the collapse of the Whitlam government took 
much of the focus).  It is clear, however, that the majority of articles 
published throughout the period that refer to immigration or ethnic/cultural 
diversity and/or use the language of Multiculturalism, reflected and were 
supportive of the ideals of Multiculturalism.     
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6.2 Whiteness as a necessary condition of Australianness 
In articles published in The Bulletin in the 1970s and 1980s Australians were 
assumed to be white.  This impacted on the relationship between whiteness 
and Australianness.  In this section of the chapter I examine this discursive 
phenomenon via a detailed textual analysis of two articles –  ‘135 Greeks lose 
their Aust pensions’ (Reid 1979) and ‘Australia v. the US: the foreigners who 
look like us’ (Renouf 1981) – which contain commentary on Multiculturalism 
and diversity and which are generally representative of this genre in The 
Bulletin. I also examine in detail one instalment of a special twelve-part lift 
out series “on ethnic groups in Australia” (Kennedy 1976: 1), called ‘The 
Australian Family’, that was published as part of The Bulletin in 1976.  It is 
notable that neither the English nor the British are included among the twelve 
ethnic groups presented.  One instalment of this series could be collected 
each week and a special binder was available to house this “vital and 
absorbing document” (Kennedy 1976: 1).  The editor of The Bulletin at the 
time described this “immensely ambitious project” as having received an 
“enthusiastic response” from “ethnic groups and…those Australians proud and 
interested in their rich heritage” (Kennedy 1976: 1).  In keeping with the 
examples used earlier in the thesis (see Chapter 3), I focus on Part 12, the 
Chinese.     
In the first article Alan Reid (1979) argues that people should be treated the 
same regardless of ethnicity.  He discusses the Australian government’s 
cancellation of the pensions of 135 ‘Greeks’, and a popular comedian’s 
concern that he is able to tell jokes about white Australians but not about 
ethnics.  At the time of this article Australian pensions were ‘portable’ and 135 
people who were living in Greece had their pensions cancelled.  Reid 
expresses a concern about ‘misuse’ of Australian tax revenue, specifically the 
proportion being spent on pensions for people living overseas.  Reid’s article 
responds to unnamed ALP members of parliament who declared that the 
cancellation of the pensions was racist.  Reid (1979: 13) argues that if the 
pensioners were “of English, Scottish or Irish ethnic origin” the responsible 
Part 3 – Multiculturalism  Chapter 6 – Popular discourse  
 198 of 198 
government department would have been congratulated (for reducing 
expenditure) not criticised.  Reid (1979: 14) also refers to an interview given 
by Paul Hogan (a popular Australian comedian, television personality, and 
actor) in which he complained that he could only “lampoon” his “fellow 
Australians” and that if he did make jokes about people other than those of 
“old Australian extraction” he would inevitably receive complaints.  This last 
article is broadly critical of Multiculturalism, arguing that it has ‘gone too far’.   
Reid’s (1979) article clearly invokes Anglo-Celtic ethnicity.  England, Ireland 
and Scotland have not only been the traditional source countries for 
Australia’s immigration programmes but the people from these countries, 
Anglo-Celtic people, are archetypal white people.  As Stratton argues “we can 
take the term Anglo-Celtic to describe what is now considered to be the 
whitest group of Australians” (Stratton 1999: 163).  Reid’s article also implies 
that accusations of ‘racism’ can be used to protect ‘others’ (in this case 
Greeks or people not of ‘old Australian extraction’) from jokes and even 
rightful implementation of prudent government policy.  However, white 
Australians do not have this protection.  This is essentially an argument that 
Multiculturalism has gone too far and is eroding the privileges of white 
Australians.108 
It is now familiar for people to argue that Multiculturalism has gone too far.  
These arguments tend to highlight the relative losses suffered by white 
people when non-white people receive ‘special treatment’.  In Reid’s article 
the special treatment includes politicians complaining that ethnics are being 
targeted because of a racist government.  The article implies that the same 
politicians would celebrate prudent fiscal management if white people (or 
whiter people) were being subjected to the same treatment.  In this case 
white Australians are suffering a relative loss because politicians are 
defending ethnics where they would presumably not defend white Australians.     
Reid’s position reflects and perpetuates a belief that the ‘Greeks’ in question 
were really being treated fairly, and that it is the accusations of racism that 
 
108 See: Hage (1998) for a thorough discussion of the idea of ‘white decline’. 
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were unfair.  Essentially Reid is arguing that the progress of Multiculturalism 
allows politicians to protect ethnics from ‘fair and prudent’ treatment and 
threatens white Australians with accusations of racism. 
Reid’s article also suggests that Multiculturalism unfairly protects non-white 
people from jokes, which are only acceptable if they are made about white 
Australians.   Invoking Paul Hogan and his fellows of ‘old Australian extraction’ 
raises a number of important points that relate to the position whiteness 
occupies in popular Multicultural discourse in Australia.  Hogan himself is 
white109, his ‘fellow Australians’ must also be white.  This expresses a 
particular relationship between whiteness and Australians.  Those who are not 
of ‘old Australian extraction’, non-white (or less white) migrants, are not 
Hogan’s ‘fellow Australians’.     
The implication of Reid’s argument is that everything would be better if 
everybody was treated the same as white Australians.  Reid’s article implies a 
liberal argument for equal treatment for all.  If everyone was treated the 
same by government departments and comedians, no groups would be 
unfairly protected or threatened by potential accusations of racism.   
Reid is defending white privilege by implicitly calling for white Australians to 
be the benchmark against which all else is measured.  Accordingly white 
Australians would occupy an overlooked (or unscrutinised), and therefore 
privileged, position against which others would be queried and tested to see 
whether or not they ‘measured up’ to this white standard.  This actively 
normalises white Australians.  It follows the assumption that “white people 
are just people” (Dyer 1997: 2).  This not only reflects the notion that white 
people have a special relationship to the Australian identity, but also 
strengthens this notion.  Therefore, Reid accepts diversity as long as 
everyone is treated the same way, that is if everyone is subject to the same 
 
109 Some would stress that Paul Hogan is not just white but is “the Australian we all want to 
be – a character out of our Banjo Paterson/Henry Lawson past” (Nicklin and Clark et al. 1986: 
56 - emphasis added). 
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principles of prudent fiscal management and is equally available for 
comedians to make jokes about.  This positions white Australians as normal. 
 
In his article, Alan Renouf (1981: 112) presents (white) Americans as ‘The 
foreigners that look like us’.  He attributes this largely to the fact that ‘we’ 
have a “number of shared qualities” such as racial stock and “skin color” 
(Renouf 1981: 112).  He reminds us that while there are similarities between 
Australians and Americans, there are also “very real differences” (Renouf 
1981: 112).  This article is explicitly about the differences and similarities 
between Australians and Americans, which warns Australians that some 
people who ‘look Australian’ might be foreigners.  It concludes that Americans 
are sufficiently different from Australians that they should rightly be 
considered foreigners.  It relies on a notion that Australia’s population 
includes people who look different (and we can assume that they are); and, 
people who look the same as ‘us’ but who may in fact be different.  One of 
the lessons of this article is that it is not appropriate to judge people by their 
appearance – and this particularly refers to racial/ethnic appearance – and 
therefore, that ethnics are not the only people who are different.  This article 
therefore broadly accepts diversity in the Australian population.     
Renouf’s (1981) article, however, conflates Australian and white.  The ‘us’ in 
the title of the article, ‘The foreigners who look like us’, is clearly and 
exclusively white Australians.  Others share neither racial stock nor the skin 
colour associated with it, and are, therefore, positioned as marginal to the 
Australian national ‘us’ in this instance.  Renouf even assumes that his 
Australian audience is white, otherwise the title would not make sense. 
Renouf (1981) argues, without mentioning whiteness at all, that Australians 
and Americans share a skin colour inherited from Anglo immigration and 
settlement.  This argument emerges from and sustains the assumption that 
Australians are white.  There is no article in The Bulletin that warns ‘us’ that 
non-white people might be foreigners.  It is not necessary to remind ‘us’ that 
people who look different or foreign – people who are not white – are, in fact, 
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different or foreign.  There is no need to remind white Australians not to 
expect non-white people to be the same as ‘us’.  There are no such articles 
because ‘we’ can see that ‘they’ are different.  That an article warns 
Australians that not all white people are Australian, while no article reminds 
Australians that non-white people are ‘foreign’, connects whiteness to 
Australianness.  Whiteness is connected to Australianness but is not a 
sufficient condition for Australianness – some white people are rightly 
considered foreigners.  Whiteness is, however, produced as a necessary 
condition for one to be considered Australian.     
 
Similar textual strategies are apparent in Part 12 of ‘The Australian Family’, 
subtitled, ‘East is East, and West is West…’.  The article describes the hidden 
treasures that the Chinese have contributed to the Western world and 
Australia.  It argues that although the Chinese first arrived in Australia as 
labourers on the gold fields they have become entrepreneurs and have made 
valuable contributions to the development of Australia.  This article also 
describes a Chinese migrant’s children.  They “speak no Chinese and are 
Australian in everything but looks” (1976: 195).  This suggests a Multicultural 
acceptance of diversity.  The children of the Chinese migrant are welcome, 
and are even almost considered Aussies, and might have been had they had 
the essential characteristic of whiteness.  Yet they are marked as different 
and are required to prove their Australianness by means other than their 
racialised physicality.  White Americans might be assumed to be Australian if 
they refrain from speaking or expressing other forms of cultural capital110. On 
the other hand, an Australian-born individual of Chinese parents who speaks, 
thinks, behaves and eats, like an Australian will never look Australian and thus 
their Australianness will always be doubted. 
 
110 Hage, following Bourdieu, defines cultural capital as “the sum of valued knowledge, styles, 
social and physical (bodily) characteristics and practical behavioural dispositions” (Hage 1998: 
53).  
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Whiteness is presented as an important and self-evident, necessary, part of 
the category Australian.  If an individual is not white it is as though they carry 
a burden to prove they are Australian.  This is similar to Iris Young’s (1990) 
discussion of the norms of respectability.  She describes how even if non-
white people “successfully exhibit the norms of respectability, their physical 
presence continues to be marked…. Upon first meeting someone they must 
‘prove’ through their professional comportment that they are respectable” 
(Young 1990: 141).  In place of her ‘norms of respectability’ we can insert 
‘norms of Australianness’. 
Australian is not presented as an either/or category.  It is a category with a 
number of component characteristics (cultural capital) some of which can be 
accumulated: habits, accent, attitudes, dispositions (habitus).  However, an 
assumption operates that Australians are white and whiteness is constituted 
as a necessary condition of Australianness.   
 
6.3 The conflation of ‘white’ with ‘Australian’
In this section I indicate several ways the assumption that Australians are 
white is articulated through the deployment of references to various particular 
categories, for euphemisms, of whiteness111. These include references to 
place of origin such as British, English, European migrants or migrants from 
the British Isles; and, more directly ethnic indicators such as Anglo-
Saxon/Celtic.  Predicates such as ‘Anglo’ refer to whiteness112. The articles 
analysed in this section all obliquely refer to the concept of ‘racial stock’.  I 
demonstrated in Chapters 3 and 4 that this concept was prevalent in earlier 
discourse.  In Multicultural discourse the language of ethnicity largely 
 
111 These euphemisms, “British or English or Anglo something or other (Celt/Saxon)”, have 
also been described as “surrogates” for “‘white’ Australians” (Larbalestier 1999: 147). 
112 This stems partly from the deployment of “three inter-related notions of race solidarity” in 
Australia around the time of federation.  They were: “Caucasian kinship…Anglo-
Saxonism…used interchangeably with ‘Britishness’; and lastly…the emerging Australian” 
(Cochrane 1994: 2). 
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replaced direct reference to race113. However, replacing race with ethnicity is 
not benign.  This shift can be considered part of a “series of ideological 
transformations in the recreation of hegemony” (De Lepervanche 1980: 25).  
The way these specific markers of whiteness are deployed emerges from and 
perpetuates the assumption that Australians are white, and normalises white 
people by making whiteness essential to the Australian identity.   
In this section I explore textual strategies in six articles published in The 
Bulletin between 1976 and 1988.  With the exception of one, these articles all 
support, celebrate, or explain in positive terms the ethnic diversity of the 
Australian population.  The first (Grenard 1983a) considers the potential 
influence of ‘ethnic voting’ on a forthcoming federal election.  The second 
(Rolfe 1988) discusses a small and largely unknown ethnic group, the Wends.  
The third article (Conway 1976) examines the relationship between Australian 
masculinity and the rising divorce rate.  The fourth (Moorehouse 1985) 
discusses Steel Rudd’s place in Australian folklore, and argues, explicitly, that 
it is Anglo-Celtic ethnic roots that define Australian identity.  The fifth article 
(Hope 1988) asks members of a “quintessential” Australian family what 
Australia means to them. The final article that this section of the chapter 
focuses on (Stannard and Molloy 1984) considers the relationship between 
white and Asian Australians in suburbs identified as the ‘coal-face’ of ethnic 
relations.   
 
The first article to be examined is Philip Grenard’s (1983a) ‘The ethnic 
influence on poll outcome’.  In the context of a looming federal election, this 
article discusses whether ethnic voters were likely to support Prime Minister 
Bob Hawke, and whether ethnic groups were more likely to vote for the ALP 
or the Liberal Party.  Grenard notes that there is no such thing as a single 
‘ethnic vote’, but entertains the possibility that particular ethnic groups may 
vote together.  Grenard (1983a: 32) illustrates the diversity of Melbourne’s 
 
113 See De Lepervanche (1980) for a discussion of the transition from the use of the language 
of race to that of ethnicity. 
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population by stating that nearly “19 percent of Melbourne’s population was 
born overseas, not counting Anglo-Saxon migrants”114.
The second article is Patricia Rolfe’s (1988) ‘Analysing the melting pot’, which 
discusses the Wends, a small ethnic group of migrants from East Germany.  
She argues that not much is known about the Wends because they “became 
Australian” (Rolfe 1988: 160).  However, most of the article is dedicated to a 
discussion of a bicentennial project, headed by James Jupp, to compile an 
encyclopaedia of the Australian people, describing the ethnic composition of 
the Australian population.  One of Rolfe’s main points is that this 
encyclopaedia will allow us to know more about our people than we have ever 
known before.  The article is largely positive towards the diversity of the 
Australian population.        
Both of these articles employ statistics, which are a useful and ubiquitous 
modern means of making a field knowable, and therefore governable (Miller 
2001).  If the statistical attributes of a field are known then actions (policies) 
can be undertaken to affect them.  Measurements can be made and used to 
judge outcomes, and adjust future actions accordingly.  Following this logic, 
numbers are frequently used as a means of describing the diversity of 
Australia’s population.  A typical way of invoking numbers to this end is 
deploying percentages or ratios.  However, “calculative practices” are not 
neutral, they can “alter the power relations that they shape and are 
embedded within” (Miller 2001: 379). 
Representations that celebrate Multicultural diversity often use the calculative 
practice of omitting white people from statistical/numerical descriptions of 
diversity.  Removing the norm and only counting the genuinely diverse makes 
the depictions more effective.  It also celebrates diversity by only counting 
those who are really different. Such calculative practices can “alter the 
capacities of agents…and the connections among them” (Miller 2001: 379).  
Omitting white people from descriptions of the diversity of the Australian 
 
114 I cannot help but wonder how high this percentage might have been if all migrants were 
included.  
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population is based on and perpetuates the assumption that Australians are 
white.  When measures of diversity omit white people Multiculturalism is 
rendered less relevant to white people.  Multiculturalism becomes focussed on 
the other, and therefore about the other and of concern to the other.  The 
diversity among and between white people is ignored and erased when 
Australia’s diversity is presented as a result of the differences that non-white 
migrants bring to the country.  The particularity of white people as one group 
among many, who also contribute to the diversity of the Australian population 
is also ignored.  The avoidance of the fact that white people are particular 
and do, therefore, contribute to diversity indicates the “paradox of whiteness” 
that “forms part of a system of thought and affect whereby white people are 
both particular and nothing in particular, are both something and non-
existent” (Dyer 1997: 47).   In the texts in question white people are 
presented as not particular, an ordinary or neutral group to which others must 
be added in order for there to be diversity.115 However, white people are 
simultaneously presented as unquestionably Australian, which is both very 
particular and powerful.  Thus the different, non-white, ethnic other is 
positioned as contributing to Australian diversity, and marginalised against the 
normal, white, Australian centre116.
Grenard’s (1983a: 32) claim that nineteen percent of the population of 
Melbourne was born overseas, not counting Anglo-Saxon migrants, is made 
more powerful and affective by including only genuinely diverse migrants, and 
excluding those who could be considered (by sight) to be just like Australians.  
Excluding Anglos from the calculation constitutes Anglo-Saxon migrants as not 
different, they do not contribute to our diversity.  The presentation of this 
statistic produces Anglo-Saxon migrants as more like Australians than they 
are like migrants.  The shared quality of Anglo migrants and Australians is 
whiteness.  They do not disrupt the visual landscape of the Australian 
 
115 See Hage (1998), pp 118-123, ‘The Stew that Grew and the Anglo who Just Could Not 
stop Cooking’ for a discussion about the way ‘ethnics’ contribute diversity to a ‘bland’ white 
Australian culture. 
116 See previous chapter for a discussion about the centring of whiteness in multicultural 
discourse. 
Part 3 – Multiculturalism  Chapter 6 – Popular discourse  
 206 of 206 
population.  They look like ‘us’.  They are white.  The exclusion of Anglo-
Saxon migrants from calculations that are deployed to celebrate Multicultural 
diversity contributes to the assumption that migrants “were those fellers from 
Italy…and the Baltic countries – not chaps from the UK” (Saw 1984: 43). 
Rolfe (1988) tells us that “[m]ost Australians have a fair idea of today’s 
basics”.  These are the basics of Australia's ethnically diverse population.  One 
of these ‘basics’ is that “at least one quarter [of Australia’s population] has a 
recent ancestor born outside Australia, the United Kingdom and Ireland” 
(Rolfe 1988: 161).  This ‘basic fact’ is deployed to illustrate the diversity of 
Australia’s population, and utilises the “objectivity and neutrality widely 
accorded to numbers” (Miller 2001: 382).  However, at the same time it says 
something about Anglo-Celtic Australians, and the political content of this 
calculative practice is immanent.   It deploys a slightly different marker of 
whiteness, a geographical one that refers to the ethnic category Anglo-Celtic, 
rather than the narrower ‘Anglo-Saxon’ that Grenard (1983a) used in the 
article discussed above.  However, both Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-Celtic are 
indicators of whiteness.   
 
The third article to be considered is Ronald Conway’s (1976) ‘The truth about 
Australian men: a psychologist’s view’, which considered Australian 
masculinity in relation to the rising divorce rate.  While this article is not 
concerned with immigration, it is concerned with Australian identity.  Conway 
considers whether there are particular inadequacies with Australian 
masculinity that lead Australian men to be unsuitable marriage partners.  He 
concludes that it is not just Australian men but that this is “an Anglo-Saxon 
disease” (Conway 1976: 30), and that Australian men need to be liberated 
from many of the unhealthy aspects of masculinity.   
Conway (1976: 30) asks “Why Anglo-Saxon, and why particularly Australian 
men?” This presents Australian men as a sub-set of the ethnic/racial category 
‘Anglo-Saxon’.  ‘Australian’ cannot be a particular type of ‘Anglo-Saxon’ unless 
there is something that both groups share.  If not for the assumption that 
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Australians are white, ubiquitous to the popular discourse of Multiculturalism, 
Conway’s question would not have been intelligible.       
 
The fourth article considered is ‘Finding Steele Rudd the door back to 
Australian folklore’, in which Frank Moorhouse (1985) celebrates the 
‘authentic’ Australianness of classic Australian literature set in the ‘outback’.  
He lauds ‘the bush’ as powerfully symbolic of the national ‘unconsciousness’.  
Again, this article is about Australian national identity rather than immigration, 
however, its description of Steele Rudd, Ned Kelly, the Eureka Stockade, and 
so on, as the mythology of “White Australia” (Moorhouse 1985: 64) makes it 
relevant to this analysis.  What makes this article different, however, is 
Moorhouse’s (1985: 66) claim that in Multicultural Australia everyone is 
encouraged to celebrate their cultural origins except white Australians.  He 
argues that the stories of Steele Rudd are the “bedrock of our [white 
Australian’s] culture” (Moorhouse 1985: 66).  Moorehouse also argues that, 
like all migrant cultures, Australia can expect its migrants to tend towards 
Australianness in a generation or two after their arrival.  This, he suggests, is 
predictable regardless of the multicultural nature of contemporary migration 
patterns.   
Moorhouse’s article is an example of those occasions when more explicit 
connections are made between whiteness and Australianness.  Moorhouse 
(1985) articulates the assumption that Australians are white by explicitly 
arguing that Australian national identity is built on the Anglo-Celtic stock that 
‘settled’ Australia.  He employs both geographic (British) and ethnic (Anglo-
Saxon/Celtic) indicators.  This article argues that Australian identity was 
“initially formed by the British Saxon and Celtic migration” to this country, and 
thus the “emblematic identity” that will continue in Australia will be an Anglo-
Celtic one (Moorehouse 1985: 66), and clearly positions Australians as white. 
 
Deborah Hope’s (1988) article, ‘What Australia means to us’, identifies a 
“quintessential” Australian family as the focus for her discussion on Australian 
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identity.  The author describes the husband and wife as ‘quintessentially 
Australian’.  This couple are “fourth and fifth generation Australians of British 
stock” (Hope 1988: 174) respectively.  Aside from being of British stock, the 
Coppock family are also ‘quintessential Australians’ due to their suntans, 
middleclass status, and suburban, coastal location.  The Coppocks play sport 
(surfing, cricket, netball), are blond, and would love to visit “the outback” 
(Hope 1988: 175).  In the discussion between the author and her subjects the 
“laid-back lifestyle” of Australia is compared favourably to the “lack of 
individuality” found in “Asian countries” (Hope 1988: 174).  The Coppocks 
support immigration but hate it when ‘foreigners’ talk in ‘other’ languages 
“even when you know they can speak English” (Hope 1988: 177).  
Hope’s article employs yet another marker of whiteness to conflate Australian 
and white.  In this instance ‘British’ is the term of choice.  This is what I have 
been describing as a geographical indicator, referring to place of origin.  It is 
fair to say that in its usage in 1988 it referred to both Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-
Celtic ethnicity.  The fact that (British) Anglo-Australians were selected and 
described as quintessentially Australian, is both symptomatic of the author’s 
understanding of what it means to be Australian and productive of a particular 
relationship between whiteness and Australians.  It is yet another example of 
the discursive pattern evident in the popular discourse of Multiculturalism: 
when ethnic/cultural diversity is the topic at hand, whether a particular author 
supports or criticises it, Australians are assumed to be white and categories 
that refer to whiteness are conflated with Australianness.  In Hope’s article 
Australians are presented as, and present themselves as, hereditarily white.  
Further, these white Australians are given the opportunity to make 
declarations about Australianness, immigration and the place of foreigners, 
and Aborigines (“They believe that there are a lot of nice Aborigines but say 
they could do more for themselves.  Like the Coppocks have” (Hope 1988: 
177)).  When white Australians are identified as the quintessential Australians 
and offered the opportunity to make pronouncements on immigrants, 
foreigners, and Aborigines, whiteness is constructed as essential to 
Australianness. 
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Bruce Stannard and Susan Molloy (1984) wrote an article, ‘Asians in Australia: 
more harmony than hatred’, in response to the ‘Blainey Debate’.  It considers 
the relations between ‘Australians’ and ‘Asian migrants’, particularly those 
identified as Vietnamese.  Stannard and Molloy (1984: 80) chose to focus 
their research for this article on two suburbs “nominated by Blainey as most 
likely to show tension”, Cabramatta and Springvale.  The authors consider the 
position and attitudes of ‘Australians’ to the ‘Asian community’.  This article 
defends Multiculturalism.  It presents Australians as tolerant, benefiting from 
exposure to Asian culture, attending classes in Tai-Chi, Kung Fu and table 
tennis.  The authors note that there is “even an Australian in the local Lion 
Dance team” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 81).  It presents the Asian 
community as non-threatening, comprised of hard working people, many of 
whom have been the victims of untold oppression in their home-lands, and 
who contribute to the social fabric of Multicultural Australia.   
Towards the end of the article the authors note that among all the people 
they spoke with about the presence of Vietnamese migrants and refugees in 
their community “[n]othing was said in anger by either European migrants or 
Australian-born” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 85).  This conflation of white 
(European) immigrants and Australian-born people (differentiating both from 
‘Asians’) is telling.  Asians are positioned as so different to ‘us’ that even 
migrants from Europe can comment on them.  Similarly, Europeans are 
presented as so similar to ‘us’ that it is worth noting that no European 
migrants spoke in anger about ‘them’.  Australian-born are thus positioned as 
comparable or equivalent to European migrants in a way that they are not 
with Vietnamese or Asian migrants.  European migrants are given the ability 
to pass comment on the presence of Vietnamese migrants.  European 
migrants are white.  They fit the visual landscape of the Australian people, 
they are recognisable by their accents, habits and so forth, but at a glance 
they are no different to ‘us’.  The equivalence is whiteness.   
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The authors position Europeans as more Australian than Asians.  However, 
the overall approach taken in the article is more important.  The authors 
survey the opinions of white Australians (and the occasional white migrant) 
about Asians in ‘their’ communities.  This contributes to the centring of 
whiteness.  Stannard and Molloy’s (1984) article empowers white Australians 
to make pronouncements on ‘others’.  This perpetuates the marginality of the 
ethnic other and stabilises the centrality of the white Australian.  Whether the 
‘Australians’ expressed tolerance for the Asians in ‘their’ neighbourhoods or 
not, they were given the opportunity.  With all the paranoia about ‘Asians 
taking over’, misunderstanding, and racial tension, one cannot imagine an 
article asking ‘Asians’ what they thought of the ‘whites’ in ‘their’ 
neighbourhoods.  Even in articles that celebrate the harmony and benefits of 
Multiculturalism, ‘Australians’ are juxtaposed with ‘Asians’ (whose 
Australianness or belonging is never even entertained), whiteness is strongly 
attached to Australianness and white Australians are centred, normalised and 
empowered.  
 
Premised on the assumption that Australians are white, these articles conflate 
different categories of whiteness with Australian.  The conflation of these 
various indications of whiteness with Australian does not suggest that 
Australian identity is equivalent to the British or a European identity, as is 
demonstrated by the variation in the markers of whiteness (geographic and 
ethnic).  It does, however, contribute to the production of whiteness as an 
essential component of Australianness.   
 
6.4 Ethnicity marks difference
Ethnicity is deployed as a marker of difference throughout articles of The 
Bulletin that contribute to the popular discourse of Multiculturalism as it is in 
the official discourse discussed in the previous chapter.  While ‘ethnic’ 
markers are used to indicate whiteness (Anglo, etc) these tend to be used in 
ways that leave them devoid of ethnic content (or ethnicity) and render 
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whiteness ethnically neutral.  The ethnic indicators that refer to whiteness are 
not recognised as ‘ethnic’, and ‘ethnics’ are positioned as different to white 
people.  The very language of Multiculturalism, which expresses and supports 
notions of tolerance, acceptance, and the celebration of the contribution of 
diverse cultural influences to Australia, marks ‘ethnics’ as different to white 
Australians.  
The discussion in this section of the chapter focuses on two articles.  It first 
returns to an article discussed above, Stannard and Molloy's (1984) ‘Asians in 
Australia’.  The second article analysed is Grenard’s (1983b) ‘Labor plans 
ethnic TV, radio shake-up’.  Both are examples of popular Multicultural 
discourse attaching whiteness to the Australian identity by othering ethnicity.  
I first discuss how the othering of the ethnic is an exercise in/expression of 
governmental belonging, then how the ethnic emptiness of whiteness exposes 
its paradox.  Marking ethnics as different positions them as only partial-
Australians in contrast with the non-ethnic, ‘fair dinkum’ Aussie.   
 
Stannard and Molloy’s (1984) article investigated the relations between 
‘Asians’ (particularly Vietnamese) and ‘Australians’ during the Blainey debate.  
The article is based on and informed by discussions with selected residents of 
Cabramatta and Springvale.  One of the residents of Cabramatta that the 
authors interviewed was Thelma Collins.  They describe her as a “retired army 
nurse” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 81).  During their discussion with Thelma, 
she informed the authors that: “We’ve got Asian families on both sides of us 
and we natter over the fence the way you would with dinkum Aussies” 
(Stannard and Molloy 1984: 81).   
Several things about this exchange are important to this analysis.  Thelma’s 
ethnicity is not indicated, she is described only by her occupation.  This 
silence marks her as non-ethnic.  Dyer (2000: 540) describes this type of 
silence as a common mode by which whiteness is produced as non-raced.  
Thelma’s neighbours are ethnicised.  This occurs in much the same way that 
“(whites) will speak of, say, the blackness or Chineseness of friends, 
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neighbours, colleagues, customers or clients…in the most genuinely friendly 
and accepting manner” while whiteness is absent in “the habitual speech and 
writing of white people” (Dyer 2000: 540).  That Thelma’s ethnicity is absent 
in this way contributes to the production of whiteness as non-ethnic, and says 
that she is one of ‘us’, not one of the ‘different’ (ethnic) people that are also 
referred to in the article.  She is clearly one of the ‘fair dinkum Aussies’ who 
are given the opportunity, and thus imbued with the capacity, to pass 
comment and judgement on the ethnics within their community.  It is clear 
that Thelma is white.  She is in a position to mark the ethnicity of her 
neighbours and to arbitrate on what is ‘fair dinkum’ and what is not.   
In chapter three of White Nation, Hage discusses the place of ‘tolerance’ in 
Australian Multiculturalism (Hage 1998: 78-104).  He argues that “those who 
actually make direct statements concerning how tolerant they are are always 
and inevitably White Australians.  The very idea that a newly arrived migrant 
is tolerant of White Australians is clearly ridiculous” (Hage 1998: 88).  He 
continues: “Such people are claiming a dominant form of governmental 
belonging” (Hage 1998: 88).  This dominant form of belonging gives white 
Australians a deep and prior claim to Australianness.   
Thelma is happy to “natter” with “them” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 81).  
However, in expressing her acceptance of ‘them’ she also expresses her 
continued capacity to withdraw such acceptance.  Not only does Thelma have 
a prior and stronger claim to Australianness but her governmental belonging 
limits the potential for the ethnic other to achieve such national belonging.  It 
is doubtful that ‘they’ can ever become ‘dinkum Aussies’ and it is ridiculous to 
think that they will ever be given the opportunity to pass comment on, or 
offer their thoughts about, the legitimacy of Thelma or other white 
Australians.   
Stannard and Molloy (1984) provide the white Australians that they question 
and those who read their article an opportunity to exercise this type of 
governmental belonging.  Although Stannard and Molloy endeavour to provide 
evidence of tolerance and ethnic harmony, they are activating the ‘fantasy’ 
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that “whether more migrants come or not” is “dependant on [white 
Australian’s] capacity for tolerance” (Hage 1998: 88).  Therefore, the 
interviews that contributed to the article, and the article itself, strengthen the 
privilege of white Australians and stabilise their dominant claim to 
Australianness by offering them the opportunity to express their acceptance 
of non-white ethnic ‘others’. 
In this article (Stannard and Molloy 1984) it is clear that regardless of how 
easy it is to tolerate or even to accept the presence of Asians in the 
community (even when they are living on both sides!), and how pleasant it 
might be to chat with them, there is something separating them from ‘dinkum 
Aussies’.  This is an effect of the popular discourse of Multiculturalism, in 
which members of the white host culture can express acceptance of members 
of other cultures.   
When we consider the previous discussion in which Stannard and Molloy offer 
European migrants an opportunity to pass judgement on Asian migrants, we 
might be inclined to argue that Asians are least well accepted because they 
are the newest group in the community.  Perhaps once a particular group has 
been present in the community for several generations they would no longer 
be seen as different.  Or on the individual level we might consider that the 
longer an individual has been resident in Australia the more cultural capital 
s/he accumulates and the more accepted (or Australian) s/he becomes.  
However, both of these arguments are unconvincing.  Firstly, the European 
migrants referred to above must be new to Australia or (being white) they 
would have been described as Australian (with no ethnic predicate), rather 
than being identified as European migrants.  They must have expressed some 
disposition (accent or habit) that allowed the authors to see past their 
whiteness and identify them as different in some other way.  Secondly, there 
has been a continual Chinese presence in Australia at least since the goal 
rushes, and thus longer than many European groups, yet Asians are still 
marked as different from ‘dinkum Aussies’.   
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There are several articles in The Bulletin that discuss the emergence of ‘ethnic 
television’117, the Special Broadcasting Service (SBS).  Several of these articles 
are critical of the SBS or discuss criticisms of it, including Grenard’s (1983b) 
‘Labor plans ethnic TV, radio shake-up’.  In this article Grenard discusses the 
two major political parties’ plans for SBS, and an array of problems that it 
faced.  Among these problems, Grenard (1983b: 32) notes a political concern 
of the ALP that there “were few ethnics working in senior positions in the 
SBS”.  The political response offered was a set of policy initiatives “to break 
the Anglo-Saxon hegemony over it” in order to make room for ‘ethnics’ to 
take these senior positions (Grenard 1983b: 32).   
This problem, and the response offered, verges on Orwellian double-speak: 
Anglo-Saxons (an ethnic group) have a hegemony that must be broken to 
allow ethnics to share power.  Anglo is used to identify an ethnic group that 
can only be understood as having no ethnic content or ethnicity, otherwise it 
would not make sense to say that there are no ethnics in the positions 
occupied by Anglos.  Thus whiteness is again positioned as ethnically neutral 
or empty, and ethnicity is reserved for people who are visibly, or otherwise 
prove themselves to be, different.   
Whiteness does not transcend ethnicity.  It is described by employing ethnic 
descriptors, such as Anglo, but these are simultaneously devoid of ethnic 
meaning, content, or value.  It is as though whiteness has an ethnic value of 
zero.  Zero is a number, but has no value, in the same way that white people 
exist in the ethnic continuum but white Australians have no ethnicity.     
The ethnic emptiness of Australian whiteness is “one unintended effect of 
multicultural policy: whiteness emerges as a lack” (Haggis 1999b: 47).  
Haggis and Schech illustrate this by referring to the “complaint” that “Anglo-
Australians have ‘nothing to dress up as’ on multicultural days at school” 
(Haggis 1999b: 47).  The fact that neither British nor English are included in 
 
117 The Special Broadcasting Service is routinely referred to as ‘ethnic TV’ in the articles of 
The Bulletin see especially: Bell (1980), Grenard (1983a). 
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The Bulletin’s ‘The Australian Family’ series118 further illustrates this point.  
Positioning Australian whiteness as an ethnicity with no ethnic content allows 
ethnicity to mark difference.  Thus white Australians are not different, just as 
ethnics are not ‘dinkum Aussies’.   
 
6.5 The visual landscape of the Australian population 
The assumption that Australians are white is most clearly evident in articles 
that discuss the visual appearance of people.  Such articles demonstrate that 
the visual landscape of the Australian population is colour-coded.  White 
people are discursively ‘Australianised’ while non-white (or not-so-white) 
people can only have a tenuous relationship to the nation, as they are visibly 
‘different’ and discursively othered.   
In this section of the chapter I discuss this colour-coding with reference to 
three particular articles.  In the first (Stewart 1988), it is evident that foreign 
white people can prove their non-Australianness by way of expressing traits 
that expose them as different, but unless they do this they are assumed to be 
and represented as Australian.  The second (Stannard and Molloy 1984), 
shows that where people are being observed from a distance, or have no 
opportunity to prove otherwise, white people are assumed to be Australian 
and those who appear not-so-white are marked as different with ethnic 
predicates.  The final article (Duncan 1983), indicates that ethnicity is seen as 
a barrier to national belonging.  Each of these articles is generally supportive 
of the ideals of Multiculturalism. 
 
Alison Stewart’s (1988) article is titled, ‘The South Africans in Australia: 
Racists, radicals or victims of prejudice?’  In this, she considers whether 
Australia is importing a race problem by accepting large and growing numbers 
 
118 Interestingly, the Irish are included in this series – but they were not always 
unquestionably white.  For some discussion on Irish whiteness (in America) see Roediger 
(1991) and Ignatiev (1996). 
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of white South African migrants.  Stewart argues, ultimately, that there is 
great diversity among white South African migrants and their political beliefs.   
Stewart’s initial description of these migrants is more important to this 
discussion than the question that is the focus of her article.  Stewart (1988: 
40) argues that white South African migrants are “visible only because of their 
funny accents and their penchant for foods with unpronounceable names”.  
That they can be identified as different because of their accents and their 
taste in food, produces accent and taste in food as two things that can 
contribute to Australianness.      
Various traits, therefore, can make their possessor more or less Australian.  
An Australian accent, for example, or preference for ‘normal’ Australian food, 
both contribute to Australianness.  Although various components (cultural 
capital) contribute to being recognised as Australian they are not equally 
valued/valuable.  Being ‘recognised’ as white is enough for one to be assumed 
to be an Australian.  Only if a white person expresses other observable and 
non-Australian traits will they be identified as ‘other’.    White South Africans 
in Australia, for example, are assumed to be Australian because they are 
white.   However, if they are observed closely enough they will be identified 
as not Australian because of their ‘funny accents’.   
 
I return, again, to Stannard and Molloy’s (1984) article, with yet another 
focus – the visible landscape of the Australian population.  Reg Vesperman 
was another interviewee for this article.  Reg is described as “secretary-
manager of the Cabra-vale ex-servicemen’s club” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 
82), and is obviously a fair dinkum Aussie.  In his comments, Reg speaks 
proudly of his community’s “acceptance and welcome for the Indo-Chinese” 
(Stannard and Molloy 1984: 82).  Demonstrating obvious support for the 
ideals of Multiculturalism, Reg shared the following, touching, observation 
with his interviewers: “I look out my office window in the morning and see 
the little Asian kids toddling off to school across the park hand in hand with 
little Aussie kids” (Stannard and Molloy 1984: 82).   
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Reg expresses a sense of enrichment that is associated with the scenario he 
describes.  He sees the presence of Asian migrants in the community as 
beneficial.  Central to the discourse that promotes these progressive, 
Multicultural ideals, is the assumption that Australians are white – Reg is 
confident that he can identify Aussies by sight alone.  When Reg looks out of 
his office window in the morning, he has no idea or knowledge of how many 
generations each child’s family has been in Australia, he does not eat with 
these children or observe their eating habits, he cannot hear their accents, 
and has no idea about their respective tastes or dispositions.  However, he 
does, with confidence, describe some as Asian and some as Australian.  He 
would never mistake the ‘little Asian kid’ for an Australian because the visual 
landscape of the Australian population is colour-coded by the assumption that 
Australians are white, which produces whiteness as a vital (essential) attribute 
of Australianness.   
 
In his article, ‘Our isolated Vietnamese’, Tim Duncan (1983) argues that 
Vietnamese migrants to Australia are not only isolated but also 
disadvantaged.  Many arrived as refugees, have suffered due to Australia’s 
‘economic problems’, are over-represented in unemployment figures, and are 
almost forced to resort to violence from time to time.  However, again, it is 
his initial description of these people that is most important.  Unlike white 
South Africans who are different only if you hear them speak or see their 
groceries, Vietnamese “stand out because they look different” (Duncan 1983: 
31).  Because of an assumption that Australians are white, readers 
understand what this means.  Vietnamese are not white, they are different, 
and that relegates them to the margins. 
Therefore, according to the popular discourse of Multiculturalism in The 
Bulletin, some people look Australian and others do not.  It doesn’t matter 
what sort of accent a Vietnamese migrant might speak with, or their taste in 
food, or even how many generations their family has been born in Australia.  
Vietnamese ‘look different’.   
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6.6 Conclusions
In this chapter I discussed the assumption that Australians are white that is 
apparent in the popular discourse of Multiculturalism in The Bulletin. This 
assumption normalises whiteness in Australia in much the same way as Dyer 
(1997: 9) argues that “as long as whiteness is felt to be the human condition, 
then it alone both defines normality and fully inhabits it”.  He argues that 
equating “being white with being human” means that “white people set the 
standards of humanity by which they are bound to succeed and others bound 
to fail” (Dyer 1997: 9).  As long as whiteness is assumed to be the Australian 
condition, and being white is equated with being Australian, then white 
Australians define normality and ‘Australianness’.     
Hage (1998: 51 – emphasis in original) argues that in order to “capture all the 
subtleties of the differential modalities of national belonging as they are 
experienced within society”, it is unhelpful to consider national belonging as 
an either/or situation according to which one is either a national or not.  
Rather, people can be seen as more or less Australian according to “class or 
gender or ethnicity, for example”, or use of colloquial language, or accent 
(Hage 1998: 52).  While it is useful to consider national belonging as 
generally proportional to accumulated national cultural capital, it is clear that 
one must possess the essential element of Australian national cultural capital, 
whiteness, in order to be recognised as being unquestionably Australian.  
Non-white ethnic migrants can become ‘ethnic-Australians’.  However, without 
possession of the essential element of Australianness, whiteness, they can 
never be ‘dinkum Aussies’.  Non-white or not-so-white people are visually 
recognised as different and thus remain other.  Before observations of 
whether or not various other characteristics are present, a simple glance can 
provide an idea as to an individual’s Australianness.  If you are not white you 
can speak in the broadest of Australian accents and eat nothing but vegemite 
sandwiches and lamingtons and will still be assumed to be different because 
of your physical appearance.   
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Whiteness is produced in the popular discourse of Multiculturalism in The 
Bulletin as an essential element of Australianness.  This gives white people in 
Australia a privileged position – a prior and deeper (because it is unqualified) 
claim to practical nationality or Australianness than other, partial or qualified 
(ethnic or Indigenous), Australians.  This provides white people in Australia 
with privileges associated with access to practical nationality119: the capacity 
to lay claim to and be included within claims about what it is to be Australian; 
to be included in historical remembrances and myths that contribute to the 
Australian identity; and, to pass comment and judgement, to accept and 
tolerate (or not), to celebrate the contributions that those ‘others’ have made 
to the nation. 
National belonging confers privileges beyond those extended by the state in 
the formal relationship of citizenship.  There is “magic” in “national 
identification and the capacity to utter the national ‘we’. …The national ‘we’ 
magically enables the ‘I’ of the national to do things it can never hope to be 
able to do as an individual ‘I’” (Hage 2003: 13).  This magic of national 
belonging is more accessible to white people in Australia than it is to others, 
regardless of their citizenship status.   
Alastair Davidson (1997: 105) argues that most migrants resist naturalisation, 
and if asked would say “that the ‘rights’ accruing upon naturalisation [are] of 
little practical value”.  He quotes an Italian migrant who said: “I’ll tell you why 
Italian migrants don’t naturalise here…It is because even if we do we are still 
bloody Dagos” (Davidson 1997: 106).  These comments demonstrate the 
magic of practical nationality or national belonging.  If migrants thought that 
naturalisation would give them access to the practical capacity to make claims 
to Australianness then they might be less hesitant.  As it stands citizenship 
does not grant the capacity to claim Australianness on a day-to-day, practical, 
basis.   
 
119 Hage (2003: 13) describes an aspect of practical nationality as the “capacity to utter the 
national ‘we’”. 
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In the popular discourse of Multiculturalism as it appears in The Bulletin, we 
can see that the discursive power relations in which whiteness is produced 
are not characterised by exclusion as they were in the discourses of the White 
Australia Policy.  Subsequently whiteness is not dominant in this discourse.  In 
this discourse power relations of a governmental type lead to an assumption 
that Australians are white and lead ethnic migrants to endeavour to 
accumulate national cultural capital so that they can achieve a level of 
national belonging.  This produces whiteness as essential to Australianness 
and normalises white people in Australia. 
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Conclusion: the construction of Australian 
whiteness
The main task of this conclusion is to summarise the arguments made in this 
thesis and point to some of their implications.   In section 7.1 I revisit the two 
key moments examined in the thesis, the White Australia Policy and 
Multiculturalism.  In section 7.2 I offer some comments on the political 
relevance of this research.  In particular, I discuss the challenge this research 
presents to the norms of white privilege and the contribution it makes to the 
political task of rearticulating whiteness.       
 
7.1 The discursive construction of whiteness in the White Australia 
Policy and Multiculturalism
The aim of this thesis was to examine how whiteness has come to be seen as 
normal in contemporary Australia, even though the country has a diverse 
population.  To achieve this aim I have adopted a genealogical approach and 
focused on two key discursive moments in Australian history: the White 
Australia Policy and Multiculturalism.  My empirical focus rested on questions 
of immigration and national identity, which I examined through a detailed 
engagement with both official government documents and popular 
representations of these issues.   
In all the texts focused on the White Australia Policy, analysed in this thesis, 
references to whiteness were explicit and ubiquitous.  Both official documents 
and popular discourse reveal that whiteness, at that time, was produced as an 
imperative.  Pure Anglo whiteness was produced as an ideal.  This finding is 
at odds with most scholarly work on whiteness (produced in and concerned 
with the contexts of the USA and the UK), which suggests that whiteness 
always gains its privilege by being unmarked and racially neutral.   
I have argued that the power relations in which whiteness and its other were 
produced in the period of the White Australia Policy can be considered, in 
Foucault’s terms, as relations of domination.  As Nikolas Rose (1999: 4) 
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argues, domination is the “attempt to crush the capacity for action of the 
dominated”.  The exclusion of the non-white other can be understood as 
exactly such an attempt.   Under the White Australia Policy non-white people 
had virtually no capacity for action in the sense that they were not welcome, 
and did not even have a secure presence, in Australian territory.  These 
relatively stable, and very unequal, power relations resulted in white people 
receiving enormous privilege.  White Australians received the benefits and 
privileges of belonging, and were unquestionably welcome, in Australia.     
 
I began by analysing official texts of the White Australia Policy, noting how 
whiteness was marked.  It was spoken/written about, and explicitly invoked in 
discourse.  There is an assumption apparent in these texts that people shared 
an understanding of what whiteness was and what it meant.  This assumption 
helped whiteness to go unquestioned.  This was in stark contrast to the 
energy that was dedicated to examining and scrutinising the non-white other.  
This scrutiny served to exclude non-white people and contributed to making 
whiteness an imperative for entry to Australia.   
The Immigration Restriction Act 1901 worked to exclude and expel 
undesirable (non-white) immigrants.  In Chapter 3, I discussed the Dictation 
Test, which played a key role in discourses of immigration and national 
identity.  But this test was no test at all.  It was a mechanism for exclusion, 
not examination.  The Test was only applied to people who had already been 
identified as undesirable.  The successful operation of the Test relied upon a 
shared understanding of whiteness held by individual immigration officers.  
This enabled them to identify undesirable migrants.  It was assumed that 
white people knew what whiteness was: it was the characteristic of not 
needing to be Tested.  The discretion exercised by white individuals was thus 
essential to the functioning of the White Australia Policy.   
The provisions and operation of the Act positioned non-white people as 
‘undesirable’. Only non-white people could be classified as undesirable 
immigrants, and all were.  While white people could under some 
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circumstances be classified as prohibited immigrants and deported, they were 
never counted as undesirable.  This specifically linked race and desirability: 
non-white people were positioned as always and already undesirable.  
Concurrently white people were constituted as desirable and virtuous.  
In sum: the exclusionary power relations that operated through the official 
discourse of the White Australia Policy produced whiteness as an imperative 
and positioned it as dominant in relation to the non-white other.  While the 
other was always and already undesirable, produced as criminal, less civilised, 
and/or of a racially lower type, British whiteness was an ideal.   
 
Following my analysis of how immigration and national identity were treated 
in official government texts I examined how the same issues were 
represented in popular discourse during the period of the White Australia 
Policy.  I engaged in a close reading of The Bulletin from the first few decades 
of the 20th century and identified a discursive pattern that mirrored the official 
discourse of the White Australia Policy.  This terrain presented itself as a 
productive site for metaphor analysis with the human race being presented in 
the language of animal breeding.  I analysed how a structuring metaphor 
(Lakoff and Johnson 1981: 295) allowed the notion of a human mongrel to 
become an important way of representing issues of national identity.   
The Mongrel Metaphor was widely used in The Bulletin. Numerous authors 
employed it when writing about immigration, national identity, and race.  The 
metaphor assumed that human racial interactions can and should be 
understood in the language of animal breeding.  This produced a certain way 
of thinking, writing, and (presumably) talking about race.  It constrained 
thought regarding race to forms compatible with this metaphor. 
The Mongrel Metaphor, helped to produce or promulgate a concern with the 
‘quality’ of the Australian population.  It also allowed otherwise very openly 
racist thoughts to be expressed in reasonable and rational language.  
According to the Mongrel Metaphor a ‘pure-bred’ member of even the ‘lowest’ 
race was positioned higher in the racial hierarchy than someone of mixed 
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racial heritage.  This produced an idealised notion of whiteness as pedigree, 
which linked whiteness to a wide variety of virtuous traits including civilisation 
and intelligence, bravery and valour, physical and artistic capacity. 
Ensuring and protecting racial purity was represented as a key to securing a 
foundation for progress and a successful future for Australia.  Indigenous 
Australians and the violent history of colonisation were largely absent from 
this discourse.  Australia’s history of invasion and conquest was not 
recognised as it was in the old-world.  This allowed a racially pure white 
Australia to be understood and pursued as a real possibility.   
 
The second discursive moment examined in this thesis was focused on the 
ascendancy of Multiculturalism.  This moment was separated by half a century 
from the moment of the White Australia Policy and signalled major shifts in 
Australian attitudes towards immigration and national identity.  I argued that 
with the discursive shift from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism 
whiteness lost its position as an imperative and could no longer be officially 
represented as an ideal.  By the early 1970s there was a widespread 
recognition that the Australian population was, and should be, composed of 
people from various cultural and ethnic backgrounds.  The idea of racial 
homogeneity was no longer presented as either possible or officially desirable.   
The emergence and ascendancy of Multiculturalism signified the advent of a 
much more tolerant period – a period during which racial diversity was 
apparently accepted, even celebrated.  But this does not mean that all the 
privileges associated with whiteness disappeared.  In fact, the research 
conducted for this thesis suggests that whiteness remained at the centre of 
Australian political identity – continuously providing privilege to white people 
and marginalizing those who are not white.  However, white race privilege 
was constructed and maintained in a different way during the period of 
Multiculturalism than it was during the White Australia Policy.  In the latter, 
whiteness was an imperative, produced through particular practices of 
domination.  In the period of Multiculturalism, power relations worked in 
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much more subtle ways.  They drew on what some in the literature call 
practices of government (see Rose 1999; Dean and Hindess 1998; Hindess 
1996).  Government in this view is a power relation that affects the ways that 
individuals exercise power on themselves (see Dean and Hindess 1998: 2; 
Burchell 1996: 20).  Rose (1996) defines governmental power relations as 
‘government at a distance’ and stresses that such power functions without 
recourse to explicit repression.  Thus, white race privilege was no longer 
produced through explicit forms of domination, but was constructed via the 
constitution and regulation of identities.   
Governmental practices are particularly evident in the power relations of 
Multiculturalism.  Non-white ethnic migrants were welcomed, but required to 
adopt particular practical relations to the self to ‘successfully’ function in 
Australian society.  These self-relations also supported their marginalisation.  
Non-white ethnic migrants were welcomed to Australia and ‘offered’ 
opportunities to actively resolve issues that might have otherwise been the 
province of state activity, such as providing settlement programmes and 
services for their ethnic compatriots.  However, as Burchell (1996: 29) argues, 
the “price of this involvement is that they…are required to conduct 
themselves in accordance with the appropriate (or approved) model of 
action”.  In this case they were required to conduct themselves as ethnic-
Australians. 
A major shift took place from the White Australia Policy to Multiculturalism.  
Power relations constituting whiteness moved from domination to government 
(see Hindess 1996: 96-113).  This, in turn, meant that whiteness shifted from 
functioning as an imperative to operating as a norm.  In the context of 
Multicultural Australia white people experienced less explicit privilege than 
they did under the White Australia Policy.  But privileges persisted 
nevertheless.  White privilege in Multicultural Australia was produced by 
insidious power relations and derived from whiteness being constructed as 
normal.  In Multicultural Australia the ‘other’ was included but marginalised.  
Those who include others are privileged, not least by the capacity they retain 
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to exclude the objects of their inclusion.  Further, having the capacity to 
include others is indicative of unequal access to feelings of belonging.  Those 
who include unquestionably belong, while those who are included only have 
access to national belonging at the largesse of those who include them (see 
Hage 1998; Spelman 1988: 163).   
 
My analysis of official documents that contributed to the discourse of 
Multiculturalism found that that whiteness was centred, and produced as 
normal.  Whiteness was normalised by being centred in relation to the 
particularised and marginalised non-white ethnic other.  The non-white ethnic 
other was produced as particular and therefore marginal by a prolific 
tendency in the official discourse of Multiculturalism to use the predicate 
‘ethnic’.  This discursive practice produced whiteness as not particular, but 
normal, and as unquestionably Australian.  The official discourse of 
Multiculturalism therefore produced the white Australian as a better example 
of Australianness, than the non-white ethnic migrant.  The white Australian 
simply was an Australian, and was produced in relation to the non-white 
ethnic migrant, who defined the limits to Australianness.   
In the official discourse of Multiculturalism ethnic-Australians can be included 
in the category ‘Australian’, but only with the qualifier ‘ethnic’.  Similarly, 
newly arrived residents, and overseas born residents, can be considered 
Australians if the right predicates are deployed.  However, in this discourse 
white people can always be considered Australian.  White Australians are 
represented as ‘better examples’ of Australians.  Therefore, whiteness shifted 
from dominant to normal through the official discourse of Multiculturalism and 
the change from relations of domination to those of ‘government’.   
 
After considering texts from the official discourse of Multiculturalism I also 
examined popular representations of immigration and national identity.  I did 
so again through a close reading of The Bulletin, this time focussed on the 
period from 1975 to 1988.  In the articles examined I found that Australians 
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were assumed to be white.  The corresponding assumption, that white people 
are Australian, meant that white people were seen to set the standards of 
Australianness.  These were very difficult for non-white people to meet (see 
Dyer 1997: 9).  Whiteness was produced as a necessary condition of 
unqualified Australianness.  As in the official discourse, whiteness was 
constructed in popular representations as ethnically neutral, central, or 
normal in relation to ‘ethnics’ who are othered.  The popular discourse of 
Multiculturalism in The Bulletin, therefore, produces whiteness as an essential 
element of Australianness, and white people in Australia became normalised.  
Being Australian is not represented as an either/or category.  There is a range 
of cultural capital that is seen to contribute to Australianness.  However, 
national belonging is not proportional to accumulated national cultural capital 
because one must possess whiteness, in order to be recognised as 
unquestionably Australian.     
Because whiteness is an essential element of Australianness in this discourse, 
white people in Australia have a prior, deeper, and unqualified claim to 
practical nationality (Australianness).  As such, white people in Australia have 
the capacity to: lay claim to and be included in debate about what it is to be 
Australian; be included in historical remembrances and myths that celebrate 
and contribute to Australian identity; and, pass comment and judgement on, 
accept and tolerate (or not), celebrate (or not) the contributions that ‘others’ 
have made to the nation.  Hage (2003: 13) describes this privilege as 
“magic”.   
The discursive power relations that constitute whiteness in the popular 
discourse of Multiculturalism are not characterised by exclusion and should 
not be thought of as relations of domination.  Whiteness was not constructed 
as dominant in this discourse.  The power relations that constitute whiteness 
in the discourses of Multiculturalism are of a governmental type.  These 
power relations lead to an assumption that Australians are white, and lead 
ethnic migrants to adopt projects such as the accumulation of national 
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cultural capital in the pursuit of national belonging and access to practical 
nationality.  These discursive practices normalise white people in Australia. 
 
The changing power relations evident in the discursive shift from the White 
Australia Policy to Multiculturalism clearly and substantially changed the 
nature of white race privilege but did not erase it.  White people in Australia 
continue to enjoy a wide variety of privileges associated with being normal.  
They usually remain (racially/ethnically) invisible; they are the universal 
Australian subject, the unmarked marker against which all else is compared. 
Although I limited my research on the discursive moment of Multiculturalism 
to 1988 it is likely that the largely unacknowledged white privilege produced 
by discourses of Multiculturalism plays an important role in contemporary 
debates about immigration and national identity.  For example, several 
scholars have begun to explore the role of white race privilege in relation to 
debates about the rise and fall of the politics of Pauline Hanson, the Tampa 
incident, the contemporary backlash against Multiculturalism, and the 
discourse of ‘white decline’ (see Hage 2003, 1998; Jayasuriya et al 2003).  
Recent events, such as the Cronulla riots of December 2005, deserve similar 
attention.  The task of this thesis is not to offer comments on these current 
political dynamics.  Instead, I would like to finish by contemplating, at least 
briefly, the broader political relevance of my research findings. 
 
7.2 Brief final remarks: What to do about whiteness?
How can whites name, yet sidestep their claim to knowledge so as 
to avoid reaffirming their social domination? (Levine-Rasky 2002: 
319)   
As I have argued in this thesis, white people have significant and unearned 
privilege in Australia as a result of their whiteness.  In the current period 
much of this privilege is due to white people being constituted as normal, and 
takes the form of access to practical nationality, feelings of belonging, and so 
on.   
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Although this thesis is primarily of an analytical nature, the results of my 
research also have clear normative implications.  Demonstrating how white 
privilege was discursively produced through relations of domination and 
government opens up political questions.  Among these is: does this research 
help us to respond to the problematic of whiteness, according to which, white 
Australians receive privileges associated with being normal that are denied to 
others who are part of the diverse population of Australia?   
Responding to the problematic of whiteness is not easy.  I do not pretend to 
offer complete answers here.  I would, nevertheless, like to end with a few 
remarks and to suggest that this research does go some way towards the 
beginning of a response to the problematic of whiteness.  In following a 
genealogical approach I have sought to “dismantle the co-ordinates” of 
whiteness and indicate the “possibility of a different experience” (Burchell 
1996: 31).  Whiteness is normal in Australia.  This norm is quite stable at 
present and often means white people are able to avoid questioning and 
scrutiny.  Whiteness appears too natural for critical questions to even arise.  
However, as indicated in Chapters 3-6 of this dissertation, whiteness is 
constructed in particular temporally (and spatially) located discursive 
moments.  These have allowed whiteness to emerge as normal in 
contemporary Australia.  Examining discursive practices reveals that 
whiteness has been produced and that it is not naturally normal.  Nor are the 
privileges associated with whiteness natural.  Recognising this simple but 
crucial issue is a first step towards dismantling or at least undermining white 
race privilege.   
Following Gilles Deleuze, and Nietzsche, Rose (1999: 20) argues that  
things and actions are already interpretations.  So to interpret them 
is to interpret interpretations: in this way it is already to change 
things, ‘to change life’, the present – and oneself.   
A genealogy of whiteness in Australia, as conducted in this thesis, is already 
part of a strategy for responding to the problematic of whiteness.  It is part of 
a larger process of re-articulating whiteness.  Interpreting the meaning of 
Conclusion  The construction of whiteness  
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whiteness is one step towards changing whiteness, and therefore enhancing 
the possibility of experiencing our personal relations to whiteness differently. 
It has not been, and cannot be, the task of this thesis to develop or speculate 
on what exactly new modes of being white might look like.  This is perhaps 
the next step in re-articulating whiteness or undertaking other projects of 
strategic resistance.  This thesis has taken only the necessary first step of 
exposing the discursive constructedness of whiteness and therefore the 
potential for its discursive ‘reconstruction’.  But I hope that by doing so I have 
made at least a modest contribution to a scholarly and political project that is 
as important as it is daunting.   
 
This thesis exposes the constructedness of whiteness, and thus demonstrates 
that whiteness is not ‘naturally’ normal.  It also recognises ‘undecidability’ and 
seeks to inject an element of this into research by discussing a problem for 
which we may not be able to find an ‘Answer’, but which we are nonetheless 
compelled to explore.  Therefore, the conclusions I have reached and 
suggestions that I have made are at best necessarily temporary and strategic.  
The privilege that whiteness attracts is contingent.  This indicates that it is 
also potentially unstable, which means that political change is possible. 
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BEGIN TRANSCRIPTION
1901.] 1 EDWARDI VII. [No.
No. 17 of 1901 
 
A N A C T
To place certain restrictions on Immigration and to provide 
 for the removal from the Commonwealth of prohibited 
Immigrants.              [Assented to 23rd December 1901]
BE it enacted by the King’s Most Excellent Majesty the Senate  
 and the House of Representatives of the Commonwealth of  
 Australia as follows:— 
 
1.  This Act may be cited as the Immigration Restriction Act 1901. Short title. 
 2.  In this Act, unless the contrary intention appears,— 
 “Officer” means any officer appointed under this Act, or any         
Officer of Customs; 
 “The Minister” means the Minister for External Affairs. 
 
Definition. 
 3.  The immigration into the Commonwealth of the persons 
described in any of the following paragraphs of this section (herein-
after called “prohibited immigrants”) is prohibited, namely:— 
 (a) Any person who when asked to do so by an officer fails 
to write out at dictation and sign in the presence of 
the officer a passage of fifty words in length in an 
European language directed by the officer; 
 
Prohibited 
immigrants. 
See Natal Act 
1897, 
No. 1, s.3. 
W.A. 1897, No. 
13, s.2. 
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(b) any person likely in the opinion of the Minister or of
an officer to become a charge upon the public or 
upon any public or charitable institution ; 
 (c)  any idiot or insane person ; 
 (d) any person suffering from an infectious or contagious 
disease of a loathsome or dangerous character ; 
 (e)  any person who has within three years been convicted of 
an offence, not being a mere political offence, and 
has been sentenced to imprisonment for one year or 
longer therefor, and has not received a pardon ; 
 (f) any prostitute or person living on the prostitution of 
others ; 
 (g)  any persons under a contract or agreement to perform 
manual labour within the Commonwealth: Provided 
that this paragraph shall not apply to workmen 
exempted by the Minister for special skill required in 
Australia or to persons under contract or agreement 
to serve as part of the crew of a vessel engaged in 
the coasting trade in Australian waters if the rates of 
wages specified therein are not lower than the rates 
ruling in the Commonwealth. 
But the following are excepted:— 
 (h) Any person possessed of a certificate of exemption in 
force for the time being in the form in the Schedule, 
signed by the Minister or by any officer appointed 
under this Act whether within or without the 
Commonwealth ;  
Exemptions. 
 
Natal ib. s.2; 
W.A. ib. s.2; 
N.S.W. ib. s.2. 
 (i) members of the King’s regular land or sea forces ; 
 (j) the master and crew of any public vessel of any 
Government ; 
 
(k) the master and crew of any other vessel landing during 
the stay of the vessel in any port in the 
Commonwealth: Provided that the master shall upon 
being so required by any officer, and before being 
permitted to clear out from or leave the port, muster 
the crew in the presence of an officer ; and if it is 
found that any person, who according to the vessel’s 
articles was one of the crew when she arrived at the 
port, and who would in the opinion of the officer be a 
prohibited immigrant but for the exception contained 
in this paragraph, is not present, then such person 
shall not be excepted by this paragraph, and until the 
contrary is proved shall be deemed to be a prohibited 
See Vict. No. 1073 
s. 8. 
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immigrant and to have entered the Commonwealth 
contrary to this Act ; 
 (l) any person duly accredited to the Government of the 
Commonwealth by the Imperial or any other 
Government or sent by any Government on any 
special mission; 
 (m) a wife 
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(m) a wife accompanying her husband if he is not a 
prohibited immigrant, and all children apparently 
under the age of eighteen years accompanying their 
father or mother if the father or mother is not a 
prohibited immigrant; but so that the exceptions in 
this paragraph shall not apply if suspended by 
proclamation; and such suspension may be of general 
application or limited to any cases or class of cases; 
 
(n) Any person who satisfies an officer that he has formerly 
been domiciled in the Commonwealth or in any 
colony which has become a State. 
N.S.W. ib. s. 6. 
4.  A certificate of exemption shall be expressed to be in force for 
a specified period only, and may at any time be cancelled by the 
Minister by writing under his hand. 
Upon the expiration or cancellation of any such certificate, the 
person named therein may, if found within the Commonwealth, be 
treated as a prohibited immigrant offending against this Act: 
Provided that in the case of a person entering the Commonwealth 
from any vessel under this section no penalty shall attach to the 
vessel or its master owners or charterers. 
Certificates of 
exemption. 
5. (1)  Any immigrant who evades an officer or who enters the 
Commonwealth at any place where no officer is stationed may if at 
any time thereafter he is found within the Commonwealth be asked 
to comply with the requirements of paragraph (a) of section three, 
and shall if he fails to do so be deemed to be a prohibited immigrant 
offending against this Act. 
Immigrants 
evading the 
officers or found 
with the 
Commonwealth. 
 (2)  Any immigrant may at any time within one year after he 
has entered the Commonwealth be asked to comply with the 
requirements of paragraph (a) of section three, and shall if he fails to 
do so be deemed to be a prohibited immigrant offending against this 
Act. 
 
6. Any prohibited immigrant within the meaning of paragraph 
(a) only of section three may if thought fit by an officer be allowed to 
enter the Commonwealth or to remain within the Commonwealth 
upon the following conditions :— 
Entry permitted 
on certain 
conditions. 
See Natal ib. s. 5; 
W.A. ib. s. 5; 
N.S.W. ib. s. 5. 
(a) He shall on entering the Commonwealth or on failing to 
comply with the requirements of that paragraph 
deposit with an officer the sum of One hundred 
pounds. 
 (b) He shall within thirty days after depositing such sum 
obtain from the Minister a certificate of exemption in 
the form of the Schedule, or depart from the 
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Commonwealth, and thereupon the deposit shall be 
returned; but otherwise the deposit or any part 
thereof may be forfeited and he may be treated as a 
prohibited immigrant offending against this Act. 
 Provided 
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Provided that in the case of a person entering the Commonwealth 
from any vessel under this section no penalty shall attach to the 
vessel or its master owners or charterers. 
 
7.  Every prohibited immigrant entering or found within the 
Commonwealth in contravention or evasion of this Act shall be guilty 
of an offence against this Act, and shall be liable upon summary 
conviction to imprisonment for not more than six months, and in 
addition to or substitution for such imprisonment shall be liable 
pursuant to any order of the Minister to be deported from the 
Commonwealth. 
 Provided that the imprisonment shall cease for the purpose of 
deportation, or if the offender finds two approved sureties each in the 
sum of Fifty pounds for his leaving the Commonwealth within one 
month. 
 
Unlawful entry of 
prohibited 
immigrants. 
See Natal ib. s. 4 ; 
W.A. ib. s. 4 ; 
N.S.W. ib. s. 4. 
8.  Any person who is not a British subject either natural-born or 
naturalized under a law of the United Kingdom or of the 
Commonwealth or of a State, and who is convicted of any crime of 
violence against the person, small be liable, upon the expiration of 
any term of imprisonment imposed on him therefore, to be required 
to write out at dictation and sign in the presence of an officer a 
passage of fifty words in length in an European language directed by 
the officer, and if he fails to do so shall be deemed to be a prohibited 
immigrant and shall be deported from the Commonwealth pursuant 
to any order of the Minister. 
 
Certain persons 
may be 
deported. 
9.  The master, owners, and charterers of any vessel from which 
any prohibited immigrant enters the Commonwealth contrary to this 
Act shall be jointly and severally liable to a penalty not exceeding One 
hundred pounds for each prohibited immigrant so entering the 
Commonwealth. 
Penalty on 
masters and 
owners of ships. 
 Provided that in the case of an immigrant of European race or 
descent no penalty shall be imposed under this section on any master 
owner or charterer who proves to the satisfaction of the Court that he 
had no knowledge of the immigrant being landed contrary to this Act, 
and that he took all reasonable precautions to prevent it. 
 
Natal ib. s. 8 ;  
W.A. ib. s. 8 ; 
N.S.W. ib. s. 8. 
10. (1) The Minister, or any Collector of Customs specially 
empowered by him, may by writing under his hand authorize any 
officer to detain any vessel from which any prohibited immigrant has, 
in the opinion of the officer, entered the Commonwealth contrary to 
this Act; and the vessel may then be detained either at the place 
Detention of 
vessel. 
See Vict. No. 1073 
s. 14. 
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where she is found, or at any place to which the Minister or Collector 
may order her to be brought. The Minister or such Collector shall 
forthwith give notice to the owner or agent of the vessel of the 
detention of such vessel. 
 (2)  For 
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(2)  For the purposes of the detention and other lawful 
dealing with the vessel the officer so authorized shall be entitled to 
obtain such writ of assistance or other aid as is provided under any 
law relating to the Customs with respect to the seizure of vessels or 
goods. 
Powers of 
detaining officer. 
 (3)  The detention shall be for safe custody only, and shall 
cease if a bond with two sufficient sureties to the satisfaction of the 
Minister or the collector be given by the master owners or charterers 
of the vessel for the payment of any penalty which may be adjudged 
under this Act to be paid for the offence or default. 
Detention to 
cease if bond 
given. 
 (4)  If default is made in payment of any such penalty, the 
officer may seize the vessel ; and the like proceedings shall 
thereupon be taken for forfeiting and condemning the vessel as in the 
case of a vessel seized for breach of any law relating to the Customs, 
and the vessel shall be sold. 
Sale of vessel on 
default. 
 (5)  The proceeds of the sale shall be applied first in payment 
of the penalty and of all costs incurred in and about the sale and the 
proceedings leading thereto, and the balance shall be paid to the 
owners of or other persons lawfully entitled to the vessel before 
condemnation and sale. 
 
Application of 
proceeds. 
11.  No contract or agreement made with persons without the 
Commonwealth for such persons to perform manual labour within the 
Commonwealth whereby such persons become prohibited immigrants 
within the meaning of paragraph (g) of section three shall be 
enforceable or have any effect. 
 
Contracts for 
manual labour—
when 
enforceable. 
12.  (1)  Any person who in any way wilfully assists any other 
person to contravene or attempt to contravene any of the provisions 
of this Act, or makes or authorizes any contract or agreement the 
performance of which would be a contravention of this Act, shall be 
guilty of an offence against this Act. 
Assisting persons 
to contravene 
Act. 
See Natal ib. s. 
11, N.S.W. ib. s. 
10. 
 (2)  Any person who makes or authorizes such contract or 
agreement shall be liable to the Commonwealth for any expense 
incurred by the Commonwealth in respect of any immigrant 
prohibited by reason of the contract or agreement. 
 
13.  Any person who is wilfully instrumental in bringing or 
attempting to bring into the Commonwealth any idiot or insane 
person contrary to this Act shall, in addition to any other penalty, be 
liable to the Commonwealth for any expense in respect of the 
maintenance of the idiot or insane person whilst within the 
Commonwealth. 
Bringing idiots or 
insane persons 
into the 
Commonwealth. 
See Natal ib. s. 13 
; W.A. ib. s. 13. 
14. Every member of the police force of any State, and every Powers to enforce 
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officer, may with any necessary assistance prevent any prohibited 
immigrant, or person reasonably supposed to be a prohibited 
immigrant, from entering the Commonwealth, and may take all legal 
proceedings necessary for the enforcement of this Act. 
 15.  Subject 
Act. 
See Natal ib. s. 14 
; W.A. ib. s. 14 ; 
N.S.W. ib. s. 11. 
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15.  Subject to any Act relating to the public service, the 
Governor-General may appoint officers for carrying out this Act, and 
may prescribe their duties. 
 
Appointment of 
officers. 
See Natal ib. s. 15 
; W.A. ib. s. 15 ; 
N.S.W. ib. s. 15. 
16.  (1)  The Governor-General may make regulations for carrying 
out this Act and for empowering officers to determine whether any 
person is a prohibited immigrant. 
 (2)  All such regulations shall be notified in the Gazette, and shall 
thereupon have the force of law. 
 (3)  All such regulations shall be laid before both Houses of the 
Parliament within thirty days after the making thereof if the 
Parliament be then sitting, and if not then within thirty days after the 
next meeting of the Parliament. 
 
Regulations. 
17.  The Minister shall cause to be made annually a return which 
shall be laid before Parliament, showing the number of persons 
refused admission into the Commonwealth on the ground of being 
prohibited immigrants, the nations to which they belong and whence 
they came, and the grounds on which admission was refused; the 
number of persons who passed the test prescribed by paragraph (a) 
of section three, the nations to which they belong and whence they 
came; the number of persons admitted to the Commonwealth without 
being asked to pass the test, the nations to which they belong, and 
whence they came. 
 
Annual return 
showing persons 
refused 
admission. 
 
18.  Where no higher penalty is expressly imposed, a person 
guilty of any offence against this Act, or against any regulation made 
thereunder, shall be liable on summary conviction to a penalty not 
exceeding Fifty pounds, and in default of payment to imprisonment 
with or without hard labour for any period not exceeding three 
months. 
 
Penalties. 
19.  This Act shall not apply to the immigration of Pacific Island 
labourers under the provisions of the Pacific Island Labourers Acts, 
1880-1892, of the State of Queensland. 
 
Pacific Island 
Labourers Acts 
of Queensland. 
 SCHEDULE.  
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SCHEDULE Section 3. 
_______  
COMMONWEALTH OF AUSTRALIA 
_______  
Immigration Restriction Act 1901. 
 
This is to certify that                                         of                                   aged
years, a [insert trade, calling, or other description] is exempted 
for a period of                                                           from the date hereof from the 
provisions of the Immigration Restriction Act 1901. 
 Dated at                                 this                     day of                                      
1901. 
 
Minister for External Affairs     
 [or as the case may be].      
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the above is a fair print 
of the Bill intituled “An Act to place certain 
restrictions on Immigration and to provide for 
the removal from the Commonwealth of 
prohibited Immigrants,” which has been passed 
by the Senate and the House of 
Representatives, and that the said Bill 
originated in the House of Representatives. 
 
[C. Gavan Duffy] 
 Clerk of the House of 
Representatives.
In the name and on behalf of 
His Majesty, I assent to this 
Act 
 
[Hopetoun] 
 Governor-General. 
 [Government House] 
 [23rd December 1901] 
______________________ 
Printed and Published for the GOVERNMENT of the COMMONWEALTH of AUSTRALIA by ROBT. S. BRAIN 
Government Printer for the State of Victoria 
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